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Ohe Solicitors’ Journal. 


LONDON, FEBRUARY 8, 1872. 

a —+>—_—_ 
Joyce v. Rawxins, decided by the Full Court of 
ippealin Chancery, and reported in to-day’s Weekly 
rter is one of the most important cases appealed 
neery for some years, since it re-opens the de- 
n of Lord Hatherley (when Vice-Chancellor), in 
wer vy. Carter, 3K. & J. 617. Carter vy. Carter, as 





st of our readers remember, has been ever since its | 
sion, in 1857, a leading authority upon the sub- | 
The | 
stance of that case was, thata man apparently en- | 


m of ‘purchase for value without notice.” 


Jed to land under a will mortgaged to the defendant, 


it was afterwards discovered that the testator | 


id made a later will under which the mortgagor took 
nied. a devise, but subject to trusts. Vice-Chancel- 
or Wood, after a irs no examination of the 
thorities, decided 


ifthe trusts, yet he must be taken to hold subject to 
ietrusts, because his 
tmument (the second will) creating them. In Joyce 
y. Rawlins, 19 W. R. 217, L. R. 11 Eq. 53, a fund 
under mortgage to a trustee ; the mortgagor in- 
ted the trustee in breach of trust to reconvey to him 
md then remortgaged to another person, from whom 
mconcealed both the original mortgage and that 
@riich would have given notice of the original 
ge, the reconveyance. The Master of the 
considered himself bound by Carter y. Carter 

ich he also approved,) to hold that as the 

th mortgagee’s title in fact came through 
ihe reconveyance, which would have given him 
loties of the breach of trust, he must be post- 
tied to the trusts. He adopted ap expression of 
Miee-Chancellor Wood’s, that the purchaser could not 
‘Once approbate and reprobate an instrument 
iitough which he claimed. The Full Court of Appeal 
ayereversed Lord Romilly’s decision in Joyce y. 
, and the effect seems to be that the decision 
present Lord Chancellor in Carter v. Carter is 

od. Lord Hatherley intimated an adherence 

is decision in Carter vy. Carter, but hinted that he 
tought Joyce v. Rawlins distinguishable. Lord Jus- 
Mie James who, by the way, had argued as counsel in 
artery. Carter — the view adopted by the 
i ancellor in that case, expressly dissented from 
sion in Carter y. Carter, and held that bothin 

Mat case, and Joyce vy. Rawlins, the purchaser, 
“san got the legal title without notice, should 
re rd Justice Mellish said nothing as to Carter 
¥. Gorter, but reversed the Master of the Rolls’ decision 
“principles totally incompatible with the older 
tase. It appears, therefore, that Carter vy. Carter is 
Wimally overruled. We understand that it is not 
nded to carry Joyce y. Rawlins to the House of 


dead 
tk 





ci 
WITHOUT ENTERING upon the question how such 


W 


came about, we have this before us,—that the 


at though the defendant had | 
got the legal estate innocently and without notice | 


4 estate depended on the in- 


United States are treating the Arbitration as com- 
prising matters which Great Britain never consented 
to refer. 

We understand the reference as embracing ‘‘ the 
claims growing out of acts committed by the Alabama, 
and other vessels escaped from British ports” with a 
definite exclusion of what are spoken of as the “‘in- 
direct losses” arising from —— of the war, 
and so forth. The United States, however, say that 
their agreement to exclude the “‘ indirect losses” had 
reference only to a certain proposal made by the 
States, and came to an end with our rejection of that 
proposal. We need not speculate here as to whether 
the United States or ourselves are responsible for 
| what has thus come to pass—whether the British 
Commissioners were dull negotiators, or whether the 
| States Commissioners intentionally permitted them 
; to fall into a seeaig «piven se as to the American 
| consent to refer. It is sufficient to find the two 
petite to the arbitration in the position of not 
, having agreed to refer the same subject-matter. 

The question is—What course are we to take ? 
Two courses are open; we can withdraw from the 
reference at once,—or we can pursue the reference, dis- 
tinctly intimating that we decline to argue ques- 
| tions which we never referred, and shall recognise no 
award purporting to deal with matters which we did 
not refer. If the latter alternative be taken, there 
will be three eventualities open—one of which would 
settle the question, the other two leaving it open. If 
‘the arbitrators were to decide the ‘indirect loss 
: Claims” to be within their cognizance, at the same 
| time deciding in our favour on the merits as to those 
| claims, the question would be ended; but if the arbi- 
' trators, assuming cognizance of the ‘“‘ indirect loss 
claims” were to award a sum against usin respect of 
them, the question would remain open with a ven- 
geance ; because, of course, we should refuse to per- 
form any such award. While, if the arbitrators should 
consider themselves as not having the indirect 
claims referred to them, the dispute would still be 
open, because such claims would not have been 
disposed of by the arbitration or the treaty for the 
arbitration. ‘Taking everything into consideration, 
the most honourable course, under the circumstances, 
and that least open to misconstruction or complica - 
tion, appears to be to announce at once that since it 
appears that the two nations differ as to the subject- 
matter of the reference, we can proceed no further 
until this difference has been reconciled. 
| In conclusion, we cannot help wishing that there 
| had been a practising lawyer among the English 
' commissioners. Had their number comprised a shrewd 
man of legal practice and accustomed to hostile nego- 
tiations, it is possible that this point of irreconcilia- 
tion would have been detected before signing the 
treaty. 











ALTHOUGH THE COUNTY AUTHORITIES have sustained 
an actual defeat in the Queen’s Bench upon their appli- 
cation for a mandamus to the Treasury in the matter 
of the costs of criminal prosecutions, yet they have 
achieved a moral victory which will probably bring 
about the attainment of the object in view. Every 
member of the Court distinctly expressed the opinion, 
after full argument to the contrary on the part of the 
Solicitor-General and his juniors, that it was the duty 
of the Commissioners of the Treasury to pay the money 
in question according to the taxation of the proper offi- 
cers, and that although regulations might be issued as to 
the scale of costs, or Ss Seeeers might be represented 
by their own officers upon the taxation, yet that they 
had no legal authority for reviewing the taxation after- 
wards, and disallowing items once allowed and paid. 
This of course was the main point in dispute upon which 
a decision was required. The Court has, however, dis- 
charged the rule for a mandamus, on the ground that the 
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duty which they hold to be imposed upon the officers 
of the Treasury, is a duty imposed on them in their 
character of officers of the Crown, and therefore the per- 
formance of it could not be enforced by mandamus. 

The principle upon which the Court acts in issuin 
or refusing a mandamus to servants of the Crown, is wel 
explained by Mr. Justice Coleridge in Baron de Bode’s 
case, 6 Dowling P. C. 792, where several previous cases 
reported in 4 A. &, E. are commented on and reeonc iled. 
In the present case the Court doubtless acted on an es- 
tablished rule, although, if there had been evidence of 
any admission on the part of the Treasury of their hold- 
ing the money for the purpose in question, the decision 
might have been otherwise. 

It remains of course for Parliament either to en- 
force performance of the duty which the Court has 
declared to be imposed upon the Treasury, or 
to give some authority to the Treasury to exer- 
cise in a proper manner some control over these costs. 
‘lhe matter cannot remain as it is, and the case of those 
who object te these proceedings of the ‘Treasury is in 
our opinion undoubtedly advanced by the proceedings in. 
the Queen’s Bench, for Parliament cannot now refuse 
to interfere, although it possibly might have done so 
whilst it was not only uncertain what was the duty of 
the ‘I'reasury in the matter, but also whether in case of 
the duty being as it is now held to be, its performance 
could not be enforced by a court of law. 

WE PUBLISH in another column a letter from Mr. 
Daniel with reference to some observations made by 
us in our last number in an article on Special Tri- 
bunals. 

We are extremely glad to learn that Mr. Daniel is, 
as we thought he was, entirely opposed to the estab- 
lishment of special tribunals for commercial cases. 
We are also glad to learn that his hearers at Bradford 
knew enough of his opinions beforehand not to be 
in danger of being misled by the remarks which we 
quoted, as without such previous knowledge they 
might have been. 

Mr. Daniel takes exception to our having spoken of 
him as ‘‘a champion of County Courts, and an adyo- 
cate for the unlimited extension of their jurisdiction.” 
He says that he is, on the other hand, ‘‘ an advocate 
for the establishment of Courts of First Instance in 
London and throughout the country, each court pos- 
sessing unlimited jurisdiction.” But unless we 
greatly misapprehend Mr. Daniel’s views as expressed 
in his paper read at Newcastle, and in his present 
letter,.these courts would in all essential features be a 
reproduction of the present county courts, with merely 
an enlarged jurisdiction, and a simplified procedure. 

As to the case which Mr. Daniel cites in support of 
his views, namely, the working of section 72 of the 
Bankruptcy Act in the Bradford Court, we have no 
doubt that he is perfectly accurate in his view of the 
facts, and that the result has been very satisfactory. 

But while we are far from taunting Mr. Daniel with 
egotism, or of offering him ‘“‘ the incense of undeserved 
praise,” we do venture to say that that result is due 
to the efficiency of the persons, not to the excellence 
of the system. This, in short, is the essential defect 
of the county court system, that everything depends 
onthe man. In the superior courts everything de- 
pends on the system. tho judge is aided by skilled 
advocates ; he has plenty of time; he has colleagues 
to consult; he can reserve a point of difficulty ; 
and it takes a dull man to go hor wrong. In the 


County Court the judge has none of these aids, and it | 


takes a very good man to keep fairly right. The con- 
sequence is that while many county courts are excel- 
lent tribunals, and, to take the example Mr. Daniel 
has selected, have done excellent justice in bank- 
ruptcy, many others are as bad tribunals as-cdn be 
imagined, and have done and are doing the-grossest in- 
justice in bankruptcy. 





We feel as strongly as Mr. Daniel can do the yicgs 


of the present system, and the necessity of a 4 
aly deny the wisdom of the particular remedy 


We o 

TO by those who advocate tribunals of com. 
ony Mercantile men do not of course desire loogg 
law. But when they ask for tribunals of commen, 
they ask for that which can only lead to loose law, Jy 
our objection to these tribunals we are glad to fing 
Mr. Daniel concurs. The general question of local 
tribunals of first instance we shall not at present dig. 
cuss. But if we are to have them they must be quits 
unlike the county court system. 





Two HIGH AUTHORITIES have prescribed different 
principles for valuation of running policies in the 
winding-up of Insurance Companies. Vice- « 
lor James, in Bell’s case (18 W. R. 688,. L. R. 9 Ey, 
706), says—find an office substantially on the same 
footing as to premium rates and guarantee funds ag 
the office which has failed, and the sum which the 
policyholder is entitled to claim is the sum which 
the new office would take to continue the liability on 
the old policies. Lord Cairns, in Lancaster's cay 
(Albert Arbitration, ante p. 103), says—compute the 
present value of the reversion in the sum assured, 
and the policyholder’s claim is the difference between 
that and the present value of the annuity represented 
by the ‘pure premiums”—i.e., the gross premium 
divested of the “loading” added for working ex- 

enses, &c. ‘There were some minor differences also 
etween Sir Wm. James’ rule and Lord Cairns’, 
but their important divergence was as above-stated, 
In one point they agreed, viz., that profit policy. 
holders were entitled to claim nothing for future 
participation, though debited with profit premiums: 
indeed, that is obvious; the profit policyholder bar- 
gained for a share in the Albert profits, in consider- 
tion for an increased rate in his premium annuity, and 
it}turns out that he has made a bad bargain, since there 
never will be any Albert profits, while there is a 
resent value for the annuity represented by his 
igher rate of premium. 
ith another large liquidation pending, viz., that 
of the European Assurance Society, the difference of 
rinciple between Bell’s case and Lancaster's case 
ecomes still more serious than before, and the 
provisional liquidators of the European adverted to 
the difficulty in a report which they a to Vive- 
Chancellor Malins early last month. Mr. Bunyon, Vie 
President of the Society of Actuaries,and one of thepro- 
visional liquidators of the European, whose extremely 
valuable paper on the subject is printed below, does 
not favour Lord Cairns’ principle. The ‘‘ pure pre- 
mium ”’ mode of valuation, he says, is open to objection, 
because there is much difference of experts’ opinion as 
to what the pure premium is ; for instance, it is one 
thing under the Seventeen Offices’ Tables (ad 
by Lord Cairns) and another under the CarlisleT. 
Again, he separates the ‘‘loading” into component parts 
attributable not only to working expenses, but to 
rofits of shareholders, and argues that the latter 
ides to the policyholder. He also seems to beim 
favour of taking into account, if possible, the state of 
health of the assured at the time of valuation. er- 
tainly experts seem to differ very much upon 
calculation of ‘‘ pure premium,” and it may be that 
Lord Cairns has not selected that theory which has 
been most widely accepted. But on points of 
kind it is more important that some selection sh 
be made than that the best selection should be made 
to the uttermost hair’s breadth. Besides which, at 
approximation easily and cheaply workable is better 
in such cases than a nearer approximation, i 
some and expensive. On this. latter ground Wwe 
were inclined to prefer Lord Cairns’ method of 
valuation to Vieo-Lihasieellon James’, setting. 
the fact pointed out by Lord Cairns, that the latter 
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of a very 
do not desire to discuss, 

as indeed it is not our province to discuss, the theory 
put forward by Mr. Bunyon as to ‘‘pure premiums” 
and valuation of premium annuities. These are 
points on which his authority is entitled to high 
. But, as we think, these are matters an which 

even & sone and ready solution will probably be 
more beneficial than a search after mathematical 
accuracy. Mr. Bunyon’s method, which will be found 
at the end of his paper, is to be worked upon the 
scale on which each policy was originally granted and 
id for, and if, as may very well happen in “‘ a con- 
ies of defuuct companies,” there is no non-profit 
gale for some office, and no common scale which can 
reasonably be adopted from pastpractice, then by taking 
an average of terms of other companies of like preten- 
sions, which Mr. Bunyon says is equivalent to seeking 
market price as suggested in Bell's case. Equivalent 
in the result to be arrived at, but not in the mode of 
attaining it, and lacking the objectionable ingredient 
of“opinion evidence.” It appears to us that Mr. 
Bunyon attaches, under the wares too much 
importance to assigning to every policyholder a pre- 
dsely accurate table of valuation. Without snberking 
in calculations on a variety of tables, or troubling to 
take a “‘ medium of terms of companies of like preten- 
sions,” we should prefer, in the interests of the 
jes entitled to the assets, that some one table should 
named and applied, hard and fast, to qll the policies 
wider the winding-up. There might, and we suppose 
would be, a margin of inaccuracy in each case, but 
these small inaccuracies would be amply compensated 
for by the greater economy in the proceedings. Upon 
the question whether the health of the policy-holder 
be brought into the valuation of his claim, it 

«ems to us that that consideration should be ignored. 





Or the six members of the Chancery Bar who, as 
we announced last week, are about to receive si 
gowns, we understand that Messrs. Lindley and Miller 
vill practise in the court of Vice-Chancellor Wickens. 
Mr. Napier Higgins in that of Vice-Chancellor 
Malins, and Mr. Fischer at the Rolls Court. 





THE FOLLOWING CIRCULAR has been issued from the 
. It will be remembered that the topic was 
illuded to by Mr. Daniel, Q.C., in his recent speech 
jon “ Bradford Chamber of Commerce (vide ante 
p.220n,):— 
Treasury, 29th January, 1872. 
Dear Sir,—Finding it to be a growing practice for the 
tlomey of a debtor who petitions under sections 125 and 
ef the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, rule 252, to print or 
wite his name, or the name of some other person, in the 
frm of proxy attached to Form 109, I would suggest that 
meh a practice should be stopped, and that you should 
téfuse to receive any notices under rule 256 in which there 
any addition made to the form of proxy attached to Form 
9 in the Schedule of Forms annexed to the Queen’s 
's copy of ‘‘ The Bankruptcy Rules 1870.”—I am, 
der Sir, yours truly, Hanry Nicou. 
The Registrar of the County Court 





THE LAW OF PARTNERSHIP AND COMPANIES 
IN FRANCE. 


No. II. 


The Societé Anonyme corresponds to the English 
jtint stock company, but, as will be seen, with con- 
fiderable difierences of detail. Previously to 1867 
fich an association could not be formed in France 
without the authorisation of Government, and the 
pital was not permitted to exceed £800,000. But the 
law of 1867 withdrew these restrictions, and autho- 
twation is no longer necessary for associations 

ely commercial in their nature, nor is there any 
limit placed on the amount of capital. It was urged 
uthe French Assembly at that time that the principle 





of commercial association ought to be allowed excep- 
tional scope in France. The compulsory division of 
property by the French law of distribution and inheri- 
tance, being opposed to large accumulations in the 
hands of a few, association is especially required in 
France to group together capital required for railways, 
canals, and other great commercial undertakings of 


e day. 

The capital, as in the case of the English joint stock 
company, is divided into shares, and the shareholders 
are only liable to lose the value of their shares. 
The legal minimum of shareholders, namely, seven, is 
the same in both countries, andin France the dissolution 
of the company ensues if its number is below the legal 
limit for the space of a year.* The various condi- 
tions described in our last article as imposed on the es- 
tablishment. of a commandite partnership, whose capital 
is issued in shares, are also necessary to the legal 
foundation of a French joint stock company. Thus 
the shares must not be issued under £4 in value, 
where the capital does not exceed £8,000, and where it 
exceeds that amount the shares must not be under £20. 
A similar notarial declaration, containing the 
articles of association, and the names of the 
shareholders, must be made by the original members 
who manage the concern, carrying the business 
up to the time of the first general meeting 
(which must represent one half of the capital sub- 
scribed), when directors, whose number is at the dis- 
cretion of the meeting, are chosen by the shareholders 
from among themselves. These directors may either 
undertake the management themselves, or they may 
appoint a gérant, or managing director, for whom, 
however, they must be responsible to the company. 
The directors must also deposit a certain number of 
fully paid-up shares, to be held by the company as a 
guarantee. Commissioners, or inspectors, to examine 
and report upon the financial condition of the company, 
and upon the balance-sheet presented by the directors, 
and the dividend declared by them, must also be ap- 
pointed at the first general meeting, and at the subse- 
quent annual general meetings. Individual share- 
holders have a right of action against the directors and 
inspectors for mismanagement, and shareholders 
representing one twentieth part of the whole capital, 
may empower a representative to bring such an action 
in his own name on their behalf. A summary of the 
financial condition of the company must be published 
quarterly for the benefit of the shareholders. One 
conta of the annual net profits must be set aside 
for a reserve fund, until the reserve fund amounts to 
one tenth part of the whole capital of the company. 
In case of the loss of three fourths of the capital, the 
directors are bound to call a special general meeting, 
to decide whether the company shall be wound up; 
and in case the meeting is not called, any person, on 
proving an interest, can claim to have the company 
dissolved with the assistance of the Tribunal of 
Commerce. The winding up of the company is con- 
ducted by liquidators appointed by the shareholders, 
who have the same powers as liquidators appointed to 
wind up a limited company, under the voluntary 
winding up clauses of the English Company’s Act. 

The Societé @ Capital Variable is a form of the Societé 
Anonyme established by the law of 1867, with the spe- 
cial view of encouraging the establishment of co- 
operative associations in France. Although the law 
was obviously framed with the special view of assisting 
such industrial enterprises, by enabling workmen to 
combine without much capital, the regulations may be 
adopted by every kind of association, as will be seen 
from the following abstract :— 

Companies may stipulate in their rules that their 


* Under s. 79 of the Companies Act, 1862, cl. 3, a company 
may be wound up by the Court if the number of members is re- 
duced below seven, but the Court of Chancery is not fond of 
making a winding-up order if there be no further reason for 
one. 
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capital shall be capable of augmentation by suecessive | in fact any connection with it. The same penalty ig b 
payments of the shareholders, or by the admission of | imposed on directors who, by the suppression of 
new shareholders; and of diminution, by the return | balance- sheets, or by means of fraudulent balance- ¢ 
in all, or in part, of the contributions made. Such | sheets, have caused fictitious dividends to be declared, 
companies, however, are limited in their original The law of 1867 contains stringent regulations also, ‘ 
capital to the-sum of £8,000, and the annual augmen- | as regards registration and publication, which are b 
tation of capital must not exceed the same amount. | necessary, according to the report on which that lay b 
The diminution of capital, on the other hand, must not | was based, ‘‘ to strengthen the confidence of the com. a 
be such as to reduce it to below one-tenth of its | mercial community in the credit of the association, by af 
original amount. The company has no legal status | making public its organisation, its resources, its be 
until one-tenth of the capital has been paid up. The | guarantees.” It introduced an important reform, . 
shares may not be issued of less value than fifty francs | however, by devising one system of registration and. 
and thus five francs, or about four shillings, is the | publication applicable to every kind of association. 
amount necessary to be paid on each share before the Every commercial association in the course of the 
company can begin business. Shares can only be | first month from its constitution must deposit at the 
transferred by an entry of the transfer in the company’s | offices of the local judge, and of the Tribunal of Com- 
books. The shareholders may retire from the concern, | merce of the district, an authentic copy of the articles. 
but they remain liable for five years to all the obliga- | of partnership, or association, and to this must be a 
tions of the company existing at the time of the | added, in the case of companies, a copy of the notarial 
retirement. The various preliminaries which have | declaration, and a copy of the minutes of the first 
been stated as necessary to the establishment of a | general meeting. In the case of a Societé Anonyme a 
Socieré Anonyme, are also required in the foundation of | there must also be added a certified list of po 
one of these companies, and they can sue and be sued | the shareholders, with their names, addresses, jed 
in the name of its directors in a similar manner. and the number of shares held by each. Within the- by 
There is another form of partnership in use in | same limit of time, there must be published in one of def 
France—associations commerciales en participation. | certain local journals appointed by Government to en 
These are somewhat rare. They are established for | receive such advertisements, certain extracts of the ing 
the purpose of carrying on, not a trade or enterprise, | above documents. The extracts must comprise the The 
but some definite transaction, such as the making of ; name of the association, and its form, its place of eith 
a road or canal, and they are at an end when the | business, its commercial object, the names of the fact 
undertaking is completed. They are not subject to the | partners not shareholders or commanditaires, the names pe 
rules imposed on ordinary partnerships, and although | of the directors, and of those who are authorised to iti 
they are partnerships so far asthe parties themselves | sign for the firm, the amount of the whole capital, - 
are concerned, as regards the profit and loss arising | and the amount of the portion furnished by the wi 
from the particular undertaking which is their origin, | commanditaire, and the period fixed for the commence hed 
they do not seem to be partnerships as regards third | ment and end of the partnership. In the case ofa ss 
parties. Societé Anonyme the amount of capital proposed to pow 
We have said that companies in France no longer | be deducted from profits for the purposes of the re bj 
require the authorisation of Government asa condition | served fund must be stated, and in the case ofa hm 
of establishment. Associations in the nature of | Societé a Capital Variable the amount must be stated inte: 
Tontine and Life Insurance Companies still, however, | below which the capital is not to be reduced. If the the 
require that authorisation. The reason given for this | business is to be carried on at various places, these a ¢ 
retention of the old restriction on the freedom of com- | forms of registration and publication are necessary im thir 
mercial transactions, is that neither of these associations | each locality. not | 
is in reality acommercial enterprise. The Tontineis | The provisions which regulate insolvency in France aad 
a contract by which the parties agree that the capital | are as simple as the rest of its commercial laws. They aoqu 
subscribed shall be divided among the survivors of | apply to partnerships en Nom Collectif and to the elect: 
them, at some future date, and this division is the sole | responsible members of a partnership en commanditess. kind 
operation for which the association is founded. It | well as toindividual traders. But the Socicté Anonyme, precl 
amounts, therefore, it is said, to a gambling transac- | having no personality, is subject to special a 4 he hs 
tion based upon the uncertainty of human life, and | ments similar to the winding-up clauses of th Eng Tr 
does not come within the scope of purely commercial | Companies Act. The Tribunals of .Commerce have be di 
legislation. But the same objection is not applicable | jurisdiction in insolvency, as well as in all other com- and t 
to life insurance companies. mercial affairs. Insolvency is divided into three heads the 
Special penal clauses are introduced in the law of | —(1) simple failure—(2) simple bankruptey—(3) all 
1567 in order to secure the operation of its provisions | fraudulent bankruptcy. Simple failure, which corre * il 
and to insure the public against the possibility of fraud; | ponds to our bankruptcy, consists in the cessation by th 
this security being, of course, in addition to that | payment, or, in other words, inability to moet ls a3 the 
afforded by the general law of fraud, as laid down in | current liabilities, on the part of the trader. The eat 
the penalcode of France. A fine, varying in amount | trader is bound to declare his failure within ota 
froma £20 to £400, is imposed on the issue of shares | days of the cessation. The declaration must be Taeti 
under the legal value. The same penalty is imposed | at the Tribunal of Commerce, and a statement of the em 
on the issue of shares where the capital has not been | affairs of the trader must at the samo time be d mg 
fully subscribed, where a quarterhas not been paid up, | The judgment declaring the failure is given Drease, 
where business has been commenced before the | Tribunal at the time of the declaration of cessatim, la 
notarial declaration has been made, or before the | and it can also be made on the ex’ parte application of he - 
inspectors have been appointed, or where persons have | any single creditor who can provo the cessation of pay of ‘ 
created « fictitious majority at the genaetk meeting by | ment by the inability to pay debts due to the appa a Pe 
representing themselves as proprietors of shares not | After this judgment has been made, the Courta $ Th 
really belonging to them, the penalty of imprison- | one of its members jugs commissaire of the failure,oe the ; 
ment for one year up to five, according to circum- | pervise its details, and also appoints a syndic, who ah, 
stances, is Taped on those who have obtained or at- | much the same position as the assignee in Eng’ , 
tempted to obtain subscriptions, or payments for | failure is declared to be a simple bankruptey if they 
shares, by falsely stating that similar subscriptions | sonal expenses are judged excessive, if the 
and yayments have already been made, The same | operations have been too spoctlative, if goods have bes 
peoaty i* impow on perwms who falsely publish | sold at a groat loss, or money been raised at exe 
nates a6 wapporting the company, that had not in } intrest, after his debts doubled his assets, 2 @ 
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books have | been kept, or if there has been what is 
called in England a fraudulent preference. The 


1 Mitc. R. 557, cited in the case). 9, A further diffi- 
culty, caused by the fact that there was not at the trial 


nalty of simple bankruptcy is imprisonment, for a ; any plea on the record properly raising the defence, and 
term of not less than one month and not more than | that if there had been it would have been a plea to the 
¢wo years. A trader is pronouuced a fraudulent | farther maintenance of the action, which the plaintiff 
dankrupt when he is found to have destroyed his 


— ae aa 


pooks, or to have concealed the true value of his assets, 
orto have fraudulently stated himself to be a debtor 
of sumshe did notreally owe. Fraudulent bankrupts 
gre liable to imprisonment with hard labour. 








RECENT DECISIONS, 


COMMON LAW. 
CoNTRACT OBTAINED BY FRAUD—RESCISSION. 


Clough v. London and North Western Railway Company, 
Ex.Ch., 20 W. R. 189. 


The most convenient manner of considering this im- 


might have confessed and taken judgment for costs, was 
evaded by the nature of the contention which the plain- 
tiff at the trial persisted in. 10. Accordingly theCourt held 
that to an action against carriers a plea would be a good 


| equitable plea which stated that the goods had been s>/1 to 


one Adams,and delivered by the London Pianoforte Com- 
pany to the defendants for the purpose of being delivered 
to the plaintiff, under a contract induced by the fraui of 
Adams, to which the plaintiff was privy; that the London 
PianoforteCompany, under a mistaken supposition that the 
transitus was still subsistiag, obtained from the defendants 
the re-delivery of the goods to them, which was the 
breach of the contract between the defendants and the 
plaintiff; but that afterwards, and after action brought, 


the London Pianoforte Company having discovered the 
; fraud, and that the plaintiff was privy to it, did elect to 
rescind the contract, and re-vest the property in the goods 
in themselves; and that this was done before any act was 
done by them affirming the contract, or otherwise deter- 
mining their election ; and that no interest had vest2d in 
any innocent person, rendering it inequitable or unjust 
to rescind the contract; and that the plaintiff was 
inequitably proceeding with the suit with the purpose of 
obtaining in damages from the defendants oa the record 
and the London Pianoforte Company, who were the real 
defendants, the value of the goods thus revested in the 
London Pianoforte Company. 

This plea exactly states the facts of the case. It is to 
be observed, with reference to what is said above under 
the 6th proposition, that the election was not strictly 
exercised by plea, because the plea was the plea of the 
carriers, and not of the party defrauded whose res- 
cission it alleged; under the circumstances, however, it 
stood in the same position as if it had been made by a 
plea of the party defrauded. 

It is also to be observed that the judgment lays down 
(No. 4) that, if after knowledge of the fraud, and 
during the period of deliberation, rights are acquired by 
an innocent third party, the party defrauded has no 
longer the right to rescind the contract and resume the 
property; the same force is also ascribed to any alteration 
in the position of the wrong-doer caused by the delay. 
The innocent third party and the wrong-doer are thus pat 
in the same position during the period of deliberation, and 
are surrounded by an equal protection. It must not be 
assumed, however, that the Court mean to throw any 
doubt on the rule which has been so frequently asserted 
by the Courts, and which is so generally assamed—zthat 
if, before the knowledge of the fraud by the defrauded 
party, an innocent third party acquires property in the 
goods for a valuable consideration, the sabsequent 
rescission of the original fraudalent contract caunos de- 
prive him of the rights which he has acquired. 


portant case will be to exhibit in order the legal pro- 
positions affirmed or established in the course of the 
judgment. They are as follows:—1. A contract induced 
by fraud is not void; property passes by it; but the party 
defrauded has a right, on discovering the fraud, to elect 
whether he will continue to treat the contract as bind- 
ing, or will disaffirm it, aud resume his property, 2. 
The election to affirm or to avoid the contract may be 
¢ither by express words or by acts. 3. But the state of 
facts may show neither affirmance nor avoidance of the 
oontract, but an absence of election, or in other words, 
it isnot the daty of the person defrauded, immediately 
n discovering the fraud, to exercise an election either 
to affirm or to avoid, nor is it a presumption of law that 
hedoes so; he hasa time for deliberation, during which 
he may determine his election either way. 4. But his 
power to suspend his election after notice of the fraud is 
mbject to three conditions or contingencies—first, an 
innocent third party may in the interval acquire an 
interest in the property; or, secondly, in consequence of 
the delay, the position of the wrong-doer may be affected: 
in either case he is precluded from rescinding; and, 
thirdly, lapse of time without rescission, though it may 
‘not be actually so intended, may be (and if the time be 
¢onsiderable, probably will be) construed as evidence of 
aquiescenve in the status quo, or, in other words, of an 
election to affirm. 5. To consider more particularly what 
kind of change in the position of the wrong-doer will 
preclude rescission of the contract;—the mere fact that 
he has commenced an action will not have that effect. 
4, To consider how a rescission may be effected;—it may 
be done by plea; no previous declaration is necessary, 
and the etatement by the defendant that he claims back 
the property on the ground of the fraud is an un- 
equivocal rescission ; the statement in Stevenson v. 
Newnham, that the commencement of an action of trover 
by the person defrauded cannot without more be taken 
a the exercise of an election to rescind “ does not at all 
‘xpress an opinion that no statement, however explicit 
on the record, could amount to a determination of the 
lection,” 7, Whether, at law, a rescission by the 
Person defrauded can defeat a vested cause of action, is 
treated as left uncertain by the conflicting opinions ex- 
pressed in the Exchequer Chamber in Stevenson v. Newn- 
Aamand Young v. Billiter; but the difficulty caused by 
the fact that a cause of action had here arisen out 
facts of the defendants done before the rescission, 
is surmounted by making tho plea an equitable one, 
$. The further difloulty is not removed by making 
the plon an equitable one, that money paid by the 
Mofrauding party hai not been returned or ten- 

»is evaded by the consideration that the plaintiff 
Was not tho porson who had paid the money, but only a 
Person privy to the fraud of the one who had in pur- 
Stance of the fraudulent contract paid it; though if there 
had been a refusal to return it, that would have been 
*tidence of an election to affirm (see Ntevens ¥. Lnstin, 


FSFSRS SRT cS hor mse orererev” 


eeote 


ogres 





FSERSER SE EESS 


Ea, 


——_—_—— —= 


REVIEWS, 


A Selection of Cases onthe Law of Contracts, with References and 
Citations, By C. C. Lanxanstt, Dane Professor of Law in 
Harvard University. London: Stevens Haynes. Boston; 
Little, Brown & Co. 

The design of this work is both novel and good. The 
view of the author (who has prepared the work as a text-dook 
forthe use of students in Harvard Law School) is that 
law can only be effectively taught by cases ; and his purpose 
in this work is to collect together upon the subject of 
tracts such a series of cases as shall exhibit the course of 
reasoning upon the main principles of that branch of law, 
together with the facts in connection with which those 
principles were established. His plan thus differs from that 
upen which Smith's Leading Cases, and similar works are 
constructed ; he does not give one leading case followed dy 
summarised statements of deduced subdondinate or connected 
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rules, established by other cases, but he gives at full 
length a series of cases, illustrating under various heads the 
main principles of contract law. Such a work would, we 
believe, be eminently serviceable, if the execution were 
equal to the design ; for nothing could be more useful to a 
student than a compendious collection of choice and well- 
arranged arguments snd judgments, exhibiting the forma- 
tion and development of the leading principles of law. 

But this design is far from perfectly executed in the 
present work, which bears the marks of having been com- 
piled hastily and without any mature and comprehensive 
view of the subject. It is divided into three parts, mutual 
consent, consideration, and conditional contracts; and of 
thesethree parts again, the second {and third are divided 
into several subordinate heads. Under each separate head- 
ing the cases proceed in chronogical order. 

The first part, that on mutual consent, is perhaps the 
easiest; it is certainly the most interesting and instructive, as 
well as the most adventurous, including, besides the 
American cases, two from Scotland, and one from France. 
But here son:e serious defects must be noticed. The cases 
collected are exclusively addressed to the question,—when is 
a perfect acceptance of an offer made. This is the most 
important, perhaps, and the most difficult of the questions 
arising under the head of mutual consent, but not the only 
one ; and some cases might usefully have been added upon 
certainty in contracts. Again, although the question of 
qualified acceptance is incidentally touched upon, it is no- 
where directly illustrated, though there are several cases, 
such as Wontner v. Shairp, one or two of which might have 
been usefully given. But there isa still more serious omis- 
sion of which English readers must beware, for it creates 
for them an error, however the matter may stand on the 
other side of the Atlantic. No mention is made of the care- 
fully considered case of British and American Telegraph Com- 
pany v. Colson (L. R. 6 Ex, 108), confirming the previous 
decisions of the Master of the Rolls in Reidpath’s case (L. 
R. 11 Eq. 19 W. R. 219), and Finucane’s case, Ibid. 
(n.) the effect of which is to add to Dunlop v. Higgins the 
important qualification that an acceptance of an offer by 
post only binds the offerer in the event of its actually reaching 
him, although when it does reach it binds from the time of 
its posting. It is possible that this case may only have ap- 
peared after tlie first part of the present work was in type, 
but it must have been known on the other side of the Atlantic 
at any rate before the date of the preface, which is October 1, 
1871, and from other parts of the work it appears that recent 
English decisions are carefully studied by the author. It 
is in direct opposition, it is true, to the American case of 
Vassar v. Camp (p. 102) ; but on a point so much discussed 
it would at least have been well to notice it, especially as it 
certainly expresses the more reasonable view. It is also 
important, because it tends to support the view that an 
acceptance by post may be nullified by a revocation which 
reaches more quickly or at the same time ; an opinion recog- 
nised by the Scotch case of Dunmore v. Alexander (p. 112), 
and the French case of S—— v, F—— (p. 155), though in- 
consistent with the stringent view of such an acceptance 
supported by Vassar v. Camp, and the dicta in Dunlop 
v. Higgins, and Thomson v. Johnsom (p. 117). With respect 
to this portion of the work it should be said, that although 
the cases may seem at first sight to be stated at undue 
length, yet the subject is one xo well fitted to exercise the 
legal faculties of the stodent that we are not disposed to 
quarrel with the space it occupies. Neither do we complain 
of occurrence here, and elsewhere in ite volume, of cases which 
the following matter shows to be overrated, the object 
being to trace the development of the true principles, 
historically and logically, en object often very effectually 
served by the exhibition of the conception and the expulsion 
of error, 

But no wach excuse can be wade for numerous old, obscure 
and ambiguous cass, with which the second part is 
burdened; cases decided at 4 time when contract law was in 
ite infancy. We ne no benefit that can be derived to any- 
ome from these erabbed and ill-reasoned sources, not of 
knowledge but of confusion, unless it be to prove how much 
Letier people reasoned on wach matters in the eighteenth and 
ninceenth than in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, 
This part haa alee serious omissions. Whe head of Gratuitous 
Vailment is most uneatisfactorily treated ; #0 alao are the 
beads of Mataal Vromiacs and Considerations Void in Part, 

The third part is more carefully done, but here aleo im 
rtant omissions are Ww be uticed, both in the division of 





the subject, where no place is given to impossible conditions 
or to implied conditions, and also in the cases cited, such 
important cases, for instance, being omitted as Parradin 
v. Jane and Ogle v. Vane. 

It is with regret that we notice these shortcomings in g 
work that might, had a little more time, care, and consider. 
tion been bestowed on it, have been a most valuable reper. 
tory of law, not only for the student but for the practitioner, 
Even as it stands it is of considerable value, but it wil] 
have to be most thoroughly revised, and in part recast, befor 
it can fully answer the intentions of its anthor. One thi 
more: as English lawyers, we have noticed with regret 
that so few American cases are introduced. In the vast 
mass of American reports of very various degrees of ex. 
cellence it would be of great advantage to be directed to 
their best leading cases. However, the book was not written 
for us, but for the students of Harvard. 








COURTS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
(MastEr oF THE Rotts.) 
Jan. 15.—Re Joseph Best, a Solicitor. 

This was an application by way of motion to the Master 
of the Rolls by Mr. Joseph Best, of Manchester, a solicitor 
formerly practising at Liverpool, to rescind_an order made 
by his Lordship in July, 1869, suspending Mr. Best from 
practice for ten years on the ground of alleged irregularities 
in reference to the transfer of a mortgage security for £800, 
and the application of moneys received in connection there 
with. 

The petition against Mr. Best was presented in June, 1869, 
by the Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool, at the instance 
of a lady named Ormandy, the administratrix of a deceased 
client of Mr. Best, and of her solicitor, who had caused Mr, 
Best’s several bills of costs, and his claims against the de 
ceased for money lent, amounting to upwards of £859, to be 
taxed and disputed. The Master had made his report, and 
upon this the petition was founded. ee 

Litigation between the parties had been pending since 


S04. 

When the petition came on for hearing in 1869, Mr. Best 
applied for time to answer, alleging that owing to the 
absence of vouchers and documents indispensable to his 
defence which were temporarily out of his reach, he wasnot 
then prepared to meet the charges made against him, although 
he asserted that such charges made against him were utterly 
groundless. 

The petition, however, was pressed, and an order was made 
suspending Mr. Best from practice. 

On the 11th January, Locock Webb, on behalf of Mr. Best, 
moved to rescind such suspending order, and after heari 
Charles Hall for the Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool, 
Lord Romilly desired to read the several affidavits filed 
before giving judgment. 

Jan. 15.—Lord Romitty, M.R., addressing Locock Wah 
said: J think you have made out your case. I am 
satisfied there was a great deal of blundering and mistake 
about the whole matter. ‘The alleged false statement about 
the mortgage, in my opinion comes to nothing, and wi 
reference to the question about the concealment of the £191, 
the two points upon which I particularly relied, in my 
opinion it is clearly shewn that that was no part of the vase 
at all, and therefore the question does not arise. I am very 
sorry such an unfortunate result should have happened, but 
I am bound to say, in my opinion Mr. Best is entirely 4% 
quitted of anything affecting his character with reference 
this transaction. I am very sorry that I should have bea 
induced upon what I thought was my duty two year 
and a-half ago, to come to the conclusion that I was bow 
to suspend him. I think it was owing very much to Mr. 

test not having himself brought the case fully before the 
Court at that time, because if he had done go, I certain 
should not have made the order. Howovor, I shall now dit 
charge that order ; but I shall dischargeit simpliciter, becau 
I am satisfied that all partios before me have acted bm 
Jide in the matter ; and if there be any fund which could pay 
conta, it would be the suitors’ fund. ; ‘The order of suspenm® 
will be discharged, 

Solicitor for Mr. Bost, /, 7. Dubois. . 

Solicitors for the Incorporated Law Society of Liverpo, 
Kiedld 4 ho, 
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APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Serseant OBrien, of the Midland Circuit, has been 
-appoi ted Recorder of the Borough of Lincoln, in succes- 
sion to the late Hon. G. C. Vernon. The new Recorder was 
called to the bar at Lincoln’s Inn in 1842, and was created 
a serjeant-at-law in 1862, in the same year that Mr. 
Serjeant Spinks received the coif. 

Mr. Henry Nicuotson, solicitor, of College-hill, Cannon- 
street, City (firm, Hensman and Nicholson), has been 
elected Clerk to the Coach and Coach Harness Makers’ 
Company, in succession to Mr. Jabez Tepper. Mr. Nicholson, 
who was certificated in 1858, is the third clerk appointed 
4o this company since the death of Mr. Secondary Potter, in 
the early part of last year. 

Mr. Tuomas H. Bros, of 15, Union-court, Old Broad- 
street, the Registrar of the Southwark County Court of 
Surrey, has been appointed a London Commissioner to ad- 
minister oaths in Chancery. Mr. Bros is also a London 
Commissioner to administer oaths at common law. 


Mr. Witu1AM Francis, solicitor, of Liverpool, has been 
appointed, by the Vice-Chancellor of the county palatine of 
Lancaster, to be a Commissioner to administer oaths in the 
epurts of the said county. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


TRIBUNALS OF CoMMERCE. 

Sir,—I have no right to complain of your free criticism, 
in your last weck’s number, on what I said at Bradford on 
the subject of tribunals of commerce; but you say you 
think I am dallying with the subject, though disapproving 
it. You mistake me. I began my remarks by stating 
“That I had not altered my opinion on that subject””— 
namely, the policy of establishing tribunals of commerce. 
Those I was addressing perfectly well knew what I meant. 
I had embodied my views in a paper which I read at New- 
castle in September, 1870 (familiar to them, and of which 
Isend you a copy), and I had repeated them in my evidence 
before the House of Commons Committee on Tribunals of 
Commerce which sat last session, and whose report and 
evidence are published (Blue Book 409, see Question 130). 
“«_Q.: Being thus acquainted with the nature of tribunals 
of commerce on the Continent, can youinform the Committee 
whether you think those tribunals could be applied in any 
form or under any qualifications or conditions with advan- 
tage to this country for the trial of commercial causes ?— 
Ans.: I think not, unless the reorganisation of our courts of 
justice is given up as hopeless ’”*—and I proceed to give my 
reasons, and this answer will be found to be the key-note to 
the whole of my evidence, as it is the key-note of my paper 
read at Newcastle. 

Again, you dub me “a champion of county courts, and 
an advocate for the unlimited extension of their jurisdic- 
tion.” Here, again, you mistake me. I aman advocate 
for the establishment of Courts of First Instance in London 
and throughout the country, each court possessing un- 
limited jurisdiction, with power of removal from the county 
courts to the London courts in fitting cases; and I could 
make as much use of tho oxisting county court machinery, 
4s should be found fit for the purpose, and no more, I 
have called and still urge attention to the working in the 
District Court of Bankruptcy of the 72nd section of the 
Act of 1869, hore you have unlimited jurisdiction in 
tivil matters in a Court of First Instance, and unencum- 
bered with any unnecessary forms of procedure in pleading. 
but still free to direct whatever course justice requires. A 
notice of motion, if sufficient; a spocial case, if desirable ; 
éxaminations before tho registrar for purposes of discovery, 
if needed ; evidence either by affidavit or efrd voce before 

0 judge, or an issuo tried by a jury, as the cireumstances 
of each caso may suggest. ‘Those are not the buds or the 
blossom, tho theoretical illusory hopes of the system, they 
re its ripo, gathorod, garnored, eaten, digested, whole- 
fome fruits, Since tho Lat January, (870, when the Bank- 
Tuptcy Act, 1869, camo into operation, thore has not been a 
single action brought in, or suit instituted in respect of any 
question which has arisen under, any bankruptey or insol- 
Yeney in Bradford undor that Act, although numerous 
(westions have arison and boon decided which might properly 
havo boon made tho subject of special jury causos at the Leeds 





Assizes, and by nomeanssimplesuitsin Chancery. In pointing 
to thisfact don’t let mebe taunted with egotism, nor suffocated 
with the incense of praise undeserved—too often only cen- 
sure in disguise. The fact, and that only, is that which for 
the public interest is material, and worth noting. What can 
be done in one place cam be done in another. There is no 
magic in locality. Adapt the means to the end, the ma- 
chinery to the work, and the proper result must be affected. 
You mistake the commercial men as much as you mistake 
me. They don’t want loose law. They want good sound 
law, well administered, with reasonable expedition, and at 
reasonable cost, but they feel they now pay too dearly for it, 
in time and money ;—and the patricians of the law won't 
let them have what they so reasonably want and ask for. 
If the result should be Tribunals of-Commerce—their estab- 
lishment will be due not so much to their intrinsic merits, as 
to the demerits of the professional opposition to them. 

I would that the great men in London, those who can 
snap their fingers in derision at county courts and their 
belongings, had sufficient knowledge of the system they 
deride to enable them to possess some little sympathy for 
their younger and weaker brethren. As matters at present 
exist, and are progressing, the interests of the junior bar 
are being ruthlessly sacrificed and irretrievably injured 
—and for whose benefit? Not that of the public—if the 
bar is to be the nursery of our judges thirty years hence. 

W. T. S. Dantet. 

Thirleby House, Skipton-in-Craven, Jan. 29. 








VALUATION OF RUNNING POLICIES. 


The following paper ‘‘On the Valuation of Claims upon 
current Policies in the Liquidation of a Life Office, with 
reference to the Decisions in Bell’s and Lancaster's Cases,” 
was read before the Institute of Actuaries, on the 29th ult., 
by C.J. Bunyon, M.A., Barrister-at-law and Vice-President 
of the Institute:— 

The question which it is proposed to consider in the pre- 
sent paper is the correct mode of valuation of current policies, 
or true measure of proof to which claimants thereon are en- 
titled in the liquidation of a Life Office. The subject is of 
especial interest at the present time, because its solution is 
even now waiting settlement by the Court of Chancery ; 
and the interest is heightened by the fact, that conflicting 
judgments have been delivered by two eminent equity 
Judges, namely, by Lord Justice James, in Bell's case, 18 
W.R. 688, LR. 9 Eq. 706, when sitting as Vice-Chancellor 
in the Court of Chancery, and by Lord Cairns, in Zancas- 
ter’s case, 16 S.J. 103, when .sitting as arbitrator in the 
Albert Arbitration, Tt does not appear that among actuaries 
there isa complete agreement. Nevertheless, the case ought 
not to present any great difficulty, and whether among 
actuaries or in a Court of Equity, must be decided by argu- 
ment alone. It is therefore proposed to consider the ques- 
tion, in the first instance, upon principle ; and secondly, with 
reference to the doctrines laid down in the cases to which we 
have referred. 

It will, of course, be remarked by every lawyer at the out- 
set of this discussion that the two cases are not of equal 
authority, the decision of the Vice-Chancellor being law and 
a binding authority, subject only to the revision of a Court 
of Appeal, while the decision of the Arbitrator is not law, 
and binds the parties to the arbitration alone. As, however, 
they were both solemnly decided after argument by Judges 
of such eminence, and our object here is theoretical only, we 
may for our present purpose treat this distinction as unim- 
portant. 

The 158th section of the Act of 1862, under which this 
question arises, provides that “a just estimate shall be made 
as far as is possible of the value ” in cases like the present, 
namely, “of all such debts or claims as may be subject te 
any contingency, or sound only in damages, or for some 
other reason, do not bear a certain value.” ‘This is pointed 
out by Lord Cairns to mean, not that account shall be taken 
of the peculiar damage done to any particular individual, 
since the inconvenience or disappointment arising from the 
non-receipt of money may be much more serious In ane ease 
than in another, but that the contract or policy, whether af 
life assurance or annuity, shall be valued, and the only 
question is as to the seale and manner of the valuation, 
Now, in the first instance, it must be admitted that if it 
formed part of the cantract that policies should be valued 
upon any partioular seale, by any Yefined table of mortality 
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and interest, and in any particular manner, the discussion 
must be closed, for no other mode of valuation could be ad- 
mitted. We must, therefore, assume that this is not the 
case, but that we may proceed in the matter as res integra to 
be decided only by abstract equity. 

In estimating the value of a policy, there is obviously one 
question antecedent to that of the selection of the elements 
of calculation, and that is the consideration of the state of 
health of the assured. 

In Bell’s case, the Vice-Chancellor laid down the rule as 

follows :—‘ As to the lives, it will be assumed, unless the 
contrary is shown, that they are all in a normal state, and 
no other change has taken place than that which arises from 
the advance of age. If in addition to that, either from 
accident or illness, a higher rate of insurance is required, 
that must be added to the proof. That is one of the things 
which the office has assured against, and the chance of life 
has diminished.”  Bell’s case, 9 Eq. Ca. 719, 18 W.R. 688. 
And again, “The dropping of the assured life after claim 
taken in and before proof, though it would not entitle the 
policyholder to full payment, would yet be taken into con- 
sideration by the Court, as affording evidence of the value of 
the life at the time of taking in the claims.” Bell’s case, p. 
721. 
On the other hand, Lord Cairns, Albert Arbitration, 16 
S.J. 105, after objecting that upon his construction of Bell's 
case, the mode of valuation involved the question, what 
another Company would think of the health of the assured, 
observed, ‘‘ Now, in the first place, that raises the inquiry, 
not merely of what the state of health of the personis, but 
restrospectively what the state of health of the person now 
to be examined was ata period nearly two years pastand 
gone, as to which the state of health of any person must be 
merely a matter of speculation and conjecture. Further 
than that, it introduces not merely opinion evidence as to 
the state of health, which is never satisfactory, but opinion 
evidence of the worst possible kind, because it is to be 
the opinion evidence of another Company, or the officers of 
another Company, who are not going actually, or may not 
be going, to insure the life ; for there is to be no obligation 
after all upon the other Company to insure the life, and no 
obligation upon the person making the claim to insure him- 
self in the oth-r Company. It is opinion evidence, again, 
which you have no means of checking, because the inquiry 
proposed by the Court is, What would another Company do 
if it were asked to insure the life ? The only answer to that 
can be from the other Company, that they would either in- 
sure the life or not, or would insure it for such an additional 
sum, and from the very nature of the case that is evidence 
which cannot be controverted, because it is not evidence of a 
fact, but evidence merely of a speculative opinion.” His 
lordship then in effect decided that the question of health 
could not be taken into consideration. 

It certainly does not appear to the writer of this paper 
that the Lord Justice ever proposed that the condition 
of health should be decided by another company, but, on the 
contrary, that you should ascertain what other companies in 
the like position with the Albert, except as regards solvency, 
would charge for insurances at the ages attained, on the as- 
sumption that the lives were insurable—the bargain being, 
it will be observed, a wholesome bargain—and then, that 
any claimant might prove special damage arising from un- 
insurability. The reference to the other office seemed 
simply another mode of speaking of the market price of the 
property to be valued, since here we find the only mart for 
the sale de novo of insurances on lives. 

Asa matter of abstract justice, then, when you have as- 
certained the market price of the insurable life, there does 
not appear any sufficient reason why you should not allege, 
and ta if you can, the additional value arising from in- 
gurability. This is not 2 collateral damage personal to the 
Claimant, but arises upon the policy itself, which would he 
undoubtedly appreciated thereby. Everybody knows that, as 
a matter of fact, the health of ‘the assured is the principal 
element to be considered in valuing a single policy. and that a 
dangerous accident orillness which has prostrated thestrength 
beyond recovery, may # enhance the value as almost to re- 
duce the insurance money into possession. The true ob- 
jection to peneees rook of uninsurability appears to be 
the difficulty of proof which must rest upon opinion alone, 
not A 4 rival fice, but of medical witnesses for the claimant, 
or, at east, of an independent referee. It may well happen 
that the cost, trouble, and uncertainty of the proof may 
justify ite rejection; but if xo, it is submitted that it must 





be rejected upon the very words of the statute, which re. 
quires ajust estimate, as far as is possible, of the value. 
Leaving this point, then, for the decision of the Court of 
Chancery, we come to the general question of the measure of 
value or terms of valuation, on the assumption that all the 
lives are of an average value, And here the limits of valua. 
tion, for the purpose of this present discussion, appear tobe 
found in what are known to actuaries as pure or net and 


gross premium valuations a It does not of course, 
as 


follow that either is to be accepte necessarily correct, 
and it may well happen that the true measure is to be found 
in some mean between the two. _ It is also here proper to 
premise that in all these liquidations we have to determing 
the relative shares of individual claimants in a limited fund, 
since, as a rule, the rights of claimants, in consequence of the 
form in which policies are all but universally issued, are 
limited to the funds and capital alone. It has been decided 
over and over again that profit policyholders are not co- 
partners ; that they, except in a Mutual Insurance Office, 
separately contract with the company alone; and that they 
have no express privity of contract with each other. But, 
on the other hand, Courts of Equity recognise that in one 
sense mutual insurance. is at the base of every Insurance 
Company, and that there is a quasi co-partnership, at least, 
in interest: and hence, upon a liquidation, all must be held 
to be affected by any general principles of equity which we 
can discover as governing the subject. 

The argument in favour of the pure or net premium valua- 
tion appears to take the following form. (16S. J. 105.) ‘‘ The 
annual premium ”— the words are those of the arbitrator— 
“ payable is divisible into two parts. The first, the part 
which it is calculated will provide for the risk, called the 
pure premium; and secondly, the addition for office ex- 
penses and other charges, which is sometimes called the 
loading. The pure premium only is to be taken into 
account.” It is commonly argued that this loading in an 
Office properly managed is never valued, or a reserve is made 
which is an equivalent to it, and hence the sum which the 
Office ought to have in hand for every policy is the rever- 
sionary value of the sum assured, less the value of the pure 
premium only. If, then, this is the sum which the Office 
ought to have in hand upon sound principles of finance, it is 
surely, it is said, the measure of damage to the assured. 
Again, it is assumed that every policyholder is a loser by 
the insolvency, although he may have paid but a single pre- 
mium, and that every policy must have a value; and it is 
argued that it is by a pure premium valuation alone, or its 
equivalent, that this can be the case. By valuing the gross 
premiums, it is urged, recent policies become not liabilities, 
but assets ; and it is absurd when you are secking the measure 
of damage for an admitted wrong to be told—and this would 
be the result of a gross premium valuation—that you had 
suffered nothing, had no cause of complaint, and were to 
think yourself very lucky if you got off with nothing more 
to pay. 

It is also thought that as between profit and non- 
profit policies, the system is a just one, for the value of the 
risks is reserved apart from the question of loading, andthe 
profit policyholder losing the excess which he has paid in 
past years, claims equally with the non-profit policyholder 
upon the insurers. He sacrifices the excess of loading which 
he has paid, for the hope of profits in the past: and since 
the prospect of profits for the future has passed away, and 
is absolutely lost, he pays such excess no longer, and in all 
things there is an equality. There are also arguments in 
favour of this system, on the consideration that it admits of 
one scheme of valuation to the extreme limit of life, and is 
therefore less arbitrary at the higher ages than what is called 
the reinsurance system; that it may be applied without in- 
convenience, whatever the principle on which the tables of 
premiums have been constructed ; that it estimates with a0 
equal measure the liabilities of all Companies, 
and is—but this last is I think here a worthless 
argument—in common use with very many. It must not, 
however, be supposed that it is used universally, It is only 
one mode of valuing out of many, and, in proof of its partial 
mooptance, is not adopted by the Equitable, Law Life, 
Atlas, Kock, Amicable, London Life, and many other fore 
most Companies, The writer does not doubt but that 
an statiediie system for a going cortcern, The contention 
is that it is not of universal application, and is, for reasons 
which we shall next consider, inappropriate upon an mmr 
solvency, 

If this isa fair statement of the argument in favour of the 
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ure premium system of proof, we will now proceed to con- 
sider the objections to it. These are— 

(1.) That it depends entirely upon an arbitrary assump- 
tion which has no existence out of the mind of the actuary. 
It would be imagined by a layman, from the language of 
the arbitrator, that the pure premium was a distinct entity, 
well known and readily distinguished, and to be valued by 
the 17 Offices’ Table; but actuaries are aware that it 
is the mere child of an hypothesis and an afterthought, the 
device of Epimetheus and not of Prometheus, represented by 
one scale under the 17 Offices’ Experience, by another 
under the Carlisle, and so on through the whole list of 
actuaries’ tables. ° 

(2). That there is no contract, express or implied, for its 
use, and that it is probably inconsistent with the past theory 
and practice of the company. If it can be proved that the 
tables were constructed in the manner suggested, by ascertain- 
ing the pure premiums and adding a loading to them, and 
that a pure premium valuation was part of the contract, 
there would be an end of all controversy ; but in fact it can 
rarely, if ever, be proved that tables were so constructed, 
or that, if they were, there was any partnership rule 
or express or implied agreement for a pure premium valua- 
tion for the future. In the Albert case the elements of the 
pure premium valuation were settled to be the 17 Offices’ Ex- 
perience and 4 per cent. interest, but it is almost certain that 
not one of the amalgamated companies, either in the Albert 
or European, had their tables of rates calculated upon any 
such base, and still more so, that there was in no case any 
express or implied contract for a pure premium valuation 
upon, it in the conduct of the business. The rule, then, is 
holly arbitrary unless it can be supported upon some 
imefragible scientific principle, which is violated by a de- 
parture from it. 

(3.) The reservation of the entire loading in the case of 
an insolvency is unnecessary and inconsistent with the 
object of its imposition, which is to provide for expenses, 
commissions, fluctuations and profits. The principle of the 

ure premium valuation is to reserve this fund intact for the 

uture. This may be sound finance fora going concern, 
but is it necessary or proper for an insolvent one? We 
admit as of course that a provision must be made for ex- 

a but commissions now cease to be payable. The 
loading is added for fluctuations, and the fluctuations have 
happened ; why should it not be applied to the very purpose 
for which it was intended? In very recent policies, it may 
be said, you cannot count upon it as you cannot compel the 
ert of premiums for the future, but in a pure premium 

uation the office debits itself with the entire capitalised 
value of this fluctuation fund, and by so doing alone brings 
outits liability. A still further portion of the loading, in- 
deed the whole, if we take it to measure the bonus expecta- 
tions of the public, is intended for profits. But here the 
argument laid down in Bell’s case comes with crushing 
force. The assured contracted for profits, and he contracted 
ma life to pay an advanced rate above the non-profit 
scale for the privilege of sharing in the profits. He has 
made a bad bargain, for there are no profits; but because 
the speculation has turned against him, he cannot complain, 
and ask for an alteration of the terms of his contract, that 

18 to say, that his policy should be calculated as if he had 
agreed to pay a lower rate of premium only. 

_ (4) The pure premium valuation has, then, in our par- 
ticular case, this inherent vice, that it alters the contract 
contained in the policy. That, as regards the future, it 
teduces the premium which the assured has agreed to pay, 
and gives him a benefit at tho expense of the other classes 
of insurers or creditors who look for payment to a limited 
fund, or for a dividend out of it. ‘The fact that the assured 

in past time paid an increased premium, seems to avail 
nothing, for this was part of his contract; and hore it is to 
be observed, that up to the time of the stoppage an insol- 
vent office does not generally give bonuses, These, as a 
Tule, cannot be rescinded, and ‘the insured has had all that 
ho bargained for, Tho truth is, that such part of the 
I ing as can be proved to have been added for the purpose 
of giving profits belong to tho creditors, and by striking it 
out of the calculation ho is dofrauded. But it is said the 
Climant, even if a policyholder df tho most recent date, is 
entitled to somothing—his policy must have some value, 
hy so? If you assume the rates of mortality and interest 
proposed as tho true base of ealoulation, why should you not 
say that the bonus policyholder agreed, in exchange for his 
0 of tho profits, to pay such a promium as would for a 





certain number of years prevent his policy having any sur- 
render or Office value, when compared with a non-profit 
policy. This is what in fact he did, and if he makes a bad 
speculation and gets no bonus, why attempt to alter facts ? 

(5). Again, the office is liable for the present value of the 
sums assured, and is entitled to take credit for the present 
value of the premiums calculated as annuities. It is alse 
liable to the payment of annuities. If it is to pay the latter 
annuities in full, why should it be entitled to take credit for 
only a proportion of say four-fifths of the former annuities 
—thatis, the premiums. This alone may be argued, in the 
words of the arbitrator, “ to present an insuperable diffi- 
culty,” viz., “ that the pure premium rule is not homogeneous 
with the mode adopted by the Court of Chancery in a wind- 
ing up of valuing annuities.” 

(6.) Again, it is admitted in all the arguments that the 
ground of complaint of the life still insurable is, that he 
must pay a higher premium than before, if he goes to 
another office. The difference between the two rates is then 
the measure of his loss, and its value is familiar to us all in 
the common expression 


(Prin Pz) ( 1+ Ca8 ). 


If we denote the pure premium by P’, the formula for a 
pure premium valuation is also 


ey ‘t +#a), 


but in no case does the second expression coincide with the 
first, except in the solitary one in which the loading is a 
constant at all ages, and even then the coincidence is in 
form only, for the values are very different—the former 
presenting the entire reservation, the second omitting the 
value of the loading, which is not the less reserved, and, if 
we denote the constant by c, is represented by the expres- 
sion c ( 1+e_ + a): The pure premium valuation does not 
then appear mathematically just. This is, however, a 
subject which has already been discussed with great learn- 
ing and ability in the Journal of the Institute of Actuaries,* 
and I therefore refrain from pursuing it further in the pre- 
sent paper. 

(7.) And lastly, since the policyholder is entitled to bring 
in his claim and prove for the value of the sum assured, 
giving credit for the value ofthe premiums which he has to 
pay—to give bim more than this is to entitle him t prove 
Sor profits—which is absurd. It is not unfair to contend that 
we have here brought our case to this simple and tangible 
issue, namely, whether a person, who, without being himself 
a partner, has purchased a share in the future profits of a 
partnership which has become insolvent, can prove in the 
bankruptcy for the value of his lost expectations, a pro- 
position which will not, of course, bear argument for an 
instant. 

The decision in Lancaster's ease is really a singular one 
when coming from so eminent a lawyer as Lord Cairns, of 
whom we would desire to speak with all possible respect, 
but it is explained by the fact that he was guided by the 
opinion of experts, * fortified by the best advice which he 
could procure from the best authorities,” and this advice 
seems to have been hopelessly misleading and erroneous. 
Indeed, in the last paragraph of his judgment, the legal 
mind of the arbitrator appears to reject it, for he observes : 
—“The observations which I have made” (16 S. J. 105) 
** puts out of the case altogether the question of any 
peculiar mode of valuation of profit policies. That I con- 
sider to have been preperly dealt with by the Court of 
Chancery. The portion of the premium attributable to the 
sharing of the profits is altogether out of the case,” It is 
indeed put out of the case by the pure premium valuation 
system, for the profit premium is thereby reduced at ence to 
the same scale as the non-profit, but this, we submit, was 
not by any means the intention of the Court of Chancery. 

Can it then be contended that a gross premium valuation 
is admissible? To this question the answer must be a 
negative, because there is thus no provision for the neees- 
sary exponses of carrying on or rather winding up the 
business, And here the observations of Lord Justice 
James, then Vice-Chancellor, év re the European, 9 Bg. Ca, 
130, may be read with much instruction, He addresses 

* Soo vol. x. p. 312, and Mr. Sprague’s recent admirable 
paper on the Liquidation of an Insolvent Company, whieh is in 
itself a complete refutation of the prepesal to apply a pure 
premium estimate in such a case, 
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himself to this very question. It had been argued on the 
evidence of the actuaries that the loading must be struck off 
from the premiums in valuation, or at least a loading equal 
to the then current expenses, which, marvellous to relate, 
amounted to a full loading of nearly 25 per cent., or 
£70,000 out of an income of £290,000, and that the value 
of the loading must accordingly be added to the liability 
arising upon the gross valuation. *‘ If,” said the Vice-Chan- 
cellor, “I was to take upon myself to appoint a manager as 
receiver of the premiums due from the policyholders, they 
would all have to pay their money, for that is in their 
contract, without putting the company to any further ex- 
pense, Then I do not think that there is that inaccuracy 
in the estimate of the liabilities which was first pressed upon 
me, and I cannot add to it that three-quarters of a million, 
or any great portion of it, in testing the question of solvency.” 
This is quite apart from the question whether the European 
was then insolvent, and we now know that it was so; but 
however strong the presumption of insolvency was, a pre- 
sumption equal in the mind of an actuary to a certainty, the 
Court had no alternative but to dismiss that petition. I 
thought at the time that the petitioner might have suc- 
ceeded in obtaining redress upon a Bill properly framed, 
but this question is now superannuated by ‘‘ The Life Assur- 
ance Companies Act, 1870.” 


It would then appear that the gross premium valuation 
must be increased by some margin sufficient, at least, to 
cover the expenses for the future, but this will be far from 
the amount of the loading. It maybe assumed thatif such a 
fund is provided, in addition to the gross premium valua- 
tion, the office will be in a solvent although not ina pros- 
pereus condition. In valuing the liabilities of the Euro- 
pean, the writer of this paper adopted the terms of the 
seventeen Offices’ Experience and four per cent. interest, 
with the addition of a fund equal to a loading of 10 per 
cent. of the aggregate gross premiums, as a measure of 
solvency. It will probably be admitted that an ordinary 
Office, with ‘lives fairly selected, would be solvent on such 
a valuation, and even give profits if economically 
managed ; and there can be no doubt but that if the 
assets of the Albert or European had been equal 
this standard the petitions against them must 
have been dismissed with costs. What should be the 
measure of solvency is a fair subject for discussion ; 
but upon the insolvency of a Life Office, the question in 
hand seems to tend to this simple form, whether the 
measure of solvency must not be also the just measure 
of proof. If, however, solvency can exist without the 


To 


fall reserve of a pure premium valuation, the adoption of | 
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such a valuation in a liquidation produces this remarkable | 


result—namely, that by passing the Rubicon of insolvency 
we entirely alter the 
fund which is divisible. 
case the unpaid claims, on the 10th of June, 1871, 
amounted to £34,020 —the gross premium valuation with the 
19 per cent. charge was £1,311,143. Hence the share in 


relative shares of claimants in the | 
For example, in the European | 
| was, ‘give me back my premiums. 


as it were the value of his annuity, that the value should 
be ascertained on the same scale on which the annuity 
was originally granted and paid for. The result, 
therefore, with regard to annuities is that, in my 
opinion, in every case a valuation of the annuity 
must be made as at the date of the learn ay. order, 
according to the tables of the company originally grantin 
the annuity, and where those tables cannot be ascertain 
(which possibly may be the case in some of the minor com. 
panies), then according to the table which, after considera- 
tion, I have thought the best one to adopt—the table which 
is called the Government Annuities Experience Table, in 
each case taking four per cent. as the rate of interest.” 

Let us then apply the same reasoning to policies upon 
lives, If you take the tables of premiums of the company 
which has granted the insurance, you here have a meang 
of measuring the logs occasioned by the lapse of time which 
may be fairly accepted, and which may almost be said to 
have been approved by implication by both parties when 
the policy was issued, The difference between the two 
premiums at the age of the insolvency and at the age of 
the issue of the policy, when valued as an annuity by such 
a table as may most nearly represent the probable ex- 
perience, would then give the value of the claim, but the 
table of premiums must be the non-profit scale, since all 
hope of profit is gone, and in profit policies the difference 
(if any) to be valned will be the difference between the 
non-profit premium at the age of valuation and the actual 
premium or profit premium at the age of entrance. The 
non-profit policy will of course be now more valuable than 
the profit policy, and so it should be; for both prove for the 
value of the sum assured, which is the same in both cases, 
and each submits to the deduction of the value of the 
premium, which is greater in the profit than in the non- 
profit policy. It is true that the profit policy may now be 
found to have no valve, but this need not startle us, for we 
have seen that there is nothing unreasonable in the idea, 
It may happen that the office has no non-profit scale, or 
that in an institution which is a congeries of defunct com- 
panies like either of the two great insolvents, there is 
no common scale which can be reasonably adopted 
from the past practice. In such case a new scale 
must be taken according to the medium terms of 
other companies of like pretensions, and this is 
nothing more than seeking the market price according to 
the practice of insurance offices, according to the suggestions 
in Bell’s case—with this only difference, that in that case 
the Vice-Chancellor seems to have thought, with much 
reason, that if all could agree, a wholesale bargain could 
be made, when a benefit would be gained equivalent to a 
trade discount, such a difference as always exists between 
wholesale and retail transactions. 

Mr. Bary said the usual suggestion of a policyholder 
” The answer to this 


| was, ‘‘ this would be putting you in the same position as if 


he assets, whatever they turned ont to be, to which the | 


inpsid claimants on terminated policies were entitled, would 
4 : 64028 

be represented by the fraction ;;,,,,3, and they would be 
exactly paid if the asscts amounted to £1,395,163, and we 
assumed this amount as the exact measure of solvency. But 
if this assumption is made, and the line must be drawn 


| parts. 


you had had no advantages, but you have had the advantage 
of being insured all these years.” That, therefore, was not 
the correct method of proceeding ; every premium, whether 
actually so divided or not, in reality consisted of two distinct 
First the amount required to provide for the risk, 


| ie., the pure premium, the other, the margin required for 


somewhere, and it is then found on re-examination that the | 
assets are £100 deficient, the company becomes insolvent ; | 


and if a pure premium valuation becomes imperative, the 
liability upon it is £1,652,844, to which must be added the 
unpaid claims, ££4,020, as before, 
Claimants in the assets is then represented by the fraction 
“me x (1395163—100); and by the loss of £100 that 
share is reduced to 80 per cent, of its former amount, and 
a deficiency created of £341,801. 


The share of the unpaid | loading was intended 


office expenses, &c., i.¢., the loading. 'To divide the premium 
was a problem of very great difficulty. Still, it could be 
solved with sufficient accuracy for practical purposes. 
When a company was being wound up it had no future; 
having no future, it would have no expenses, for which the 
Therefore the pure premiums must 


| determine the value of the policies. ‘The damage sustained 


by the policyholders in the insolvent companies was due to 


| the ignorance and recklessness of the managers as to distin- 


There is, however, one view which appears so obvious | 


that it i¢ almost strange that it should have been passed 
unnotices in Lancaster's case 15S. 3,104). In discussing 
the mode in which annuitics are to be valued, Lord Cairns 
observes -—~* 1 find with regard to annuities that in some 
A the wanpanies absorbed by the Albert, valuations have 
already been made by the Court of Chancery, founded upon 
the tables of the company granting the annuity. It is ob- 
viously a fair and proper mode of valuation, when yon 
can find the tables of the company which has granted 
an annuity, take those tables aa the basis of valuation. 
it ig @ rignt thing, if a person is to be reimbursed 





guishing the gross premium into its two component parts. 
It was not due to their acceptance of bad lives, Mr. Bunyoa, 
apparently, would substitute the principles of Bell’s case for 
those of Lancaster's cave. Tho difference between them was 
small. But he did not follow Bell's case when he said, 
“ whatever be the measure of solvency must be the measure 
of proof.’ There was no reason at all for the measure of 
solvency being the measure of proof, He (Mr. Baily) 
thought Lord Cairns’ decision attempted to carry ont 
the right principles, ‘This attempt had its imperfections, 
and porhaps necessarily so, for it waa almost impossible to 
offect a wholly satinfactory settlement, 

Mr. Wanvoun (barristor) said the difference between 
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Bell’s case and Lancaster’s case was due to the 25th rule of 
the general order, which had not been brought within the 
notice of the Court in Bell's case. He argued that the 
health, &c., of the policyholder could not affect the condi- 
tions of his contract, because that partook of the nature of 
consequential damages. He thought Lord Cairns’ decision 
Jaid down a fair and simple method of proof. 

Mr. Prrcarrn (barrister) thought that a policyholder’s 
claim ought to be for that amount of money which he 
would require in order to go to another company and insure 
for the same amount. Lancaster’s case, therefore, worked the 
highest injustice. 

Mr. Spracve argued that the decision in Lancaster's 
case WaS wrong, inasmuch as it repudiated the state of 
health of the policyholder. He had contracted for a certain 
amount. In estimating the value of his contract, they 
were estimating a reversionary interest, and that should take 
health into consideration. The policyholders in good health 
might be considered in a body. The only practicable method 
would be to take sets of policyholders in the lump. They 
could not fix an exact value on each man’s policy. He 
thought it a correct principle that the measure of solvency 
should be the measure of proof. He said the new Act had done 
agreat deal of good. Under it, everything would be done 
in public. It was to be hoped that soon every company 
would have its accounts open to the public, and would be 
subjected to a little wholesome criticism. 

Mr. Parreson thought the difference between the two de- 
cisions had been much exaggerated. They differed chiefly 
as to the question of health. It would no doubt be desir- 
able that a life of impaired health should be considered to 
have sustained greater damage, but it would be impracticable 
to examine into the state of health. All companies admitted 
this principle, for they refused to give an increase to the 
surrender-value of a policy in case of impaired health. He was 
glad to hear that the new Act was now approved, for it was 
but a short time ago certain members said it showed incom- 
petency in every line. As to amalgamation, he knew of a case 
where an office ought to have had £150,000 in order to be 
solvent. Its assets, however, amounted only to £100,000. 


In the amalgamation £20,000 disappeared, and £80,000 only 


was handed over to the amalgamating company. If the in- 
solvent company had been then wound up, as it should have 
been, there were shareholders who were good for £200,000, 
and, consequently, everybody would have been paid in full. 

Mr. Lemon’s (barrister) principle of valuation would be, 
take the difference between the non-profit premiums at the 
two ages—viz., those of granting the policies and of winding 
up the company, and capitalise this. The difference between 
the profit premiums and the non-profit premiums was what 
the policyholders had chosen to risk. They had been told that 
the net premiums were something imaginary, and that gave 
a method independent of net premiums. There was one 
thing that Mr. Bunyon did, for which he gave no reason, 
viz., taking the difference between profit premiums at en- 
trance and non-profit premiums at the winding up. 

Several other gentlemen also spoke. 

The Presipent said it was quite impossible to devise an 
equitable mode of winding up an insolvent insurance com- 
“ect y. An instance of the anomalies was that one policy- 

older might die the day before the winding up and get his 
amount paid in full, whereas another might die the day 
after, and be entitled to a very small amount. Ordinary 
persons would think that a policyholder’s claim was for tho 
amount with which he could go to another company and 
get insured for the same sum as before. His claim on the 
company was surely the same whether the company were sol- 
vent or insolvent. ‘There was a contradiction in Lord Cairns’ 
judgment; he said annuities were to be valuedaccording to 
the tables of each company, but a policyholder was to have 
no such right. He (the President) protested against the 
theory that a with-profit policyholder entered into a specu- 
lation. ‘Tho system of bonuses was valuable as giving 
gony Tho contract was that at death a certain sum should 
be paid, This sum was estimated according to certain tables 
of mortality. ‘Tho policy might last fifty years, and during 

ose years the tables might fluctuate considerably, The 
company was willing to return a portion of tho premiums 
in case those fluctuations wore favourablo, There was no 
Speculation at all. It was a common practice in war timo 
to insure ships at largo promiums—a portion to be returned 
in caso of success, Tho promiums were large, and therefore 
precautionary and not spoculative, 

Mr, Bunyon, in reply, protested against with-profit 





policyholders being placed in a favourable position, suggest- 
ing that it was still possible that the Aibert might come 
into a very large fortune. He approved of the analogy of 
the builder. And he explained that he had not hare to 
the general order on the ground that it is only explanatory, 
and is overruled by the Act itself; that it will, no doubt, 
soon be altered, and that it, in fact, does not apply. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. J. STANSFELD. 


The death of Mr. James Stansfeld, late Judge of the Hali 
fax County Court, took place at his residence, Moorlands, 
near Halifax, on the 29th of January, in the 80th year - 
of his age. He was the seventh son of the late 
David Stansfeld, Esq., a merchantof Leeds, by his wife 
Sarah, daughter of Thomas Wolrich, Esq., of Armley 
House, near Leeds. He was born in April, 1792, and was 
originally a solicitor in practice at Halifax, being afterwards 
joined by Mr. William Craven (now clerk to the West Riding 
magistrates), and Mr. M. H. Rankin, now registrar of the 
Halifax County Court. He acted for some time as deputy 
to Mr. Maude, the judge of the old Courts of Requests for 
Halifax and Huddersfield, and on the death of that gentle- 
man, in 1841, he was appointed to succeed him in the office. 
In March, 1847, on the establishment of the County Courts, 
Mr. Stansfeld was appointed to the judgeship of Circuit No, 
12, which embraces the towns of Dewsbury, Halifax, 
Holmfirth, and Huddersfield, in Yorkshire. He held the 
county court judgeship till September last year, when, 
owing to failing health, he tendered his  resigna- 
tion to the Lord Chancellor, and was succeeded 
by Mr. Serjeant Tindal Atkinson. As ajudge, Mr. Stansfeld 
was highly esteemed by all classes. He was for many 
years President of the Halifax Mechanics’ Institutute, in 
which he took a deep interest, both he and other members 
of his family having been voluntary teachers in the classes 
there. Some years ago his fellow-townsmen presented him 
with a testimonial, on account of his unwearied exertions, for 
more than half a century, in the promotion of popular edu- 
cation, and other measures of social improvement. On his 
retirement from the County Court judgeship, the members 
of the legal profession in his circuit subscribed towards the 
presentation of a large and valuable silver salver enclosed in 
a fine oak case, accompanying which was an illuminated 
address in vellum, but he did not live to receive this gratify- 
ing token of professional esteem. He married, in 1817, 
Emma, daughter of the Rev. John Ralph, of Halifax, but 
his wife predeceased him in 1851. His only son by this 
marriage is the Right Hon. James Stansfeld, M.P. for 
Halifax, a member of the Cabinet, and President of the 
Local Government Board; he was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in January, 1849, and is a son-in-law of the 
late William Henry Ashurst, Esq., a London solicitor, and 
brother-in-law of Mr. W. H. Ashurst, now solicitor to the 
General Post Office. The late Mr. stansfeld’s youngest 
daughter is the wife of George Dixon, Esq., M.P. for Bir- 
mingham. 


MR. ERNEST H. REED. 

The death of Mr. Ernest Haythorne Reed, barrister-at- 
law, died at his residence, 34, Bloomsbury-square, on the 
29th ult. He was the third son of the late Mr. Henry 
Reed, solicitor, of Bridgewater, Somersetshire, by his wile 
Caroline, only daughter of the Rev. George Glyn Scraggs, 
of Stafford. He was educated at the [minster Grammar 
School, and called to the bar at the Middle Temple in June, 
1849, At the old Insolvent Debtors’ Court, when under the 
rule of Commissioners Law, Murphy, and Phillips, and 
afterwards upon the fusion of bankruptcy and insolvency in 
the London Bankruptey Court, he enjoyed considerable 
practice. By the death of Mr. Reed the recordership of 
3ridgewater, to which hye was appointed in 1862, becomes 
vacant, The deceased had only attained his forty-third 
year, He had married in 1850 Anne Christiana Mulls, 
second daughter of the late Mr, Joseph Francis, of Bridge- 
water. 


MR. R. WESTON, 
Mr, Robert Weston, solicitor, and Mayor of Brackley, in 


| Northamptonshire, died on the 20th January, at the advanced 
i age of eighty-five years, He was coroner for Northampton. 
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shire for upwards of fifty-four years, and is supposed to have 
been the oldest coroner in England. To the last he retained 
the full possession of his faculties, and was engaged in the 
execution of his duties as coroner not many weeks before his 
death. Mr. Weston was admitted about the year 1817, and 
besides the office of coroner, he held, during his long career 
as a practising solicitor, the offices of Clerk to the Magis- 
trates, Clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes, Clerk to the 
Brackley Union, Clerk to the Trustees of Turnpike Roads, 
Clerk to the Deputy Lieutenancy of the County, Superin- 
tendent Registrar, and Steward to the Brackley Manor 
Court. On his retirement from the profession in 1854, he 
was succeeded in his practice and the whole of his appoint- 


ments, except the coronership, by his son, Mr. Arthur | 


Weston, solicitor, who has also acted as deputy coroner for 
“the last fifteen years. After his retirement he was elected a 
burgess of the town of Brackley, and on three occasions 
filled the office of mayor, being elected in November last to 
occupy that position for the current year. Asa mark of 
respect to his memory, the members of the corporation re- 
— at Brackley attended his funeral on the 25th January 
ast. 


MR. J. L. CUFAUDE. 

Mr. John Lomas Cufaude, solicitor, of Great Yarmouth, 
died on the 28th January, at his residence in King-street 
in that borough, in the sixty-first year of his age. Mr. 
Cufaude, who was admitted in 1835, had a large practice at 
Yarmouth. For thirty-five years he had been clerk to the 
local board of guardians, and for upwards of twenty years 
he filled the office of Clerk of the Peace for the borough. 
He was also superintendent registrar of births and deaths, 
solicitor to the churchwardens and overseers of Great Yar- 
mouth, and solicitor to the Trade Protection Sociely. Mr. 
Cufaude was a member of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Asso- 
ciation. 

Messrs. F. D. Palmer and F. 8. Costerton, solicitors, 
of Yarmouth, are candidates for the vacant clerkship to the 
board of guardians, and Mr. Isaac Preston, jun., is a 
candidate for the clerkship of the peace, which is in the gift 
of the local magistracy. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTOINS. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

At the Law Institution on Tuesday last (Mr. Austin in 
he chair), the question discussed was No. 488 legal, “ Does 
the will of a married woman, containing a residuary 
bequest, and made during the lifetime and with the assent 
of her husband, who predeceases her, operate upon pro- 
perty given by his will to her absolutely ?”’ The debate 
was opened by Mr. Hargreaves (for Mr. Widdows) in the 
affirmative, and after discussion was so decided by the 
society by a majority of three votes, A vote of thanks to Mr. 
William Webb, the late secretary, for his able servicea in 
that office (moved by Mr. Hargreaves, and seconded by 
Mr. Sturdy) was carried unanimously. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


The undermentioned gentlemen were called to the degree 
of Barristers-at-Law — 

Lincoln’s Inn:—Alfred Barratt, B.A. Oxford (Eldon 
scholar), Charles George Danford, B.A., Cambridge, Ber- 
tram Savile Ogle, B.A. Oxford, Samuel Winter Cooke, 
B.A. Cambridge, Frank Challice Constable, B.A. Cam- 
bridge, George Holmes Blakesley, M.A. Fellow of King’s 
College, Cambridge,Jacob Edward{Harvey, B.A. Cambridge, 
Henry Staffarth, LL.B. Cambridge, ‘Thomas Allen Hulme, 
B.A. Dublin, Herbert Edward Hull, B.A. Oxford, Charles 
Lane Sayer, Trinity Hall, Cambridgs, John Silvester, jun, 
B.A, Oxford, Frank Lockwood, B.A. Cambridge, Somers 
Reginald Lewis, Ferdinand Mauger Whiteford, Philip 
Heury Lawrence, Andrew Jaidlay, MLA. and B.C.L. Ox- 
ford, Samuel Lee, M.A. Cambridge, Charles Edward Heley 
Cnadwyck Healey, Edmund Richard Gayer, B.A. Dublin, 
Walter Bishop Kingsford, M.A. Oxford, William Honry 
Bullock, B.A. Oxford, Arrakiel Peter Gasper, and Thomas 
Watt Smyth, MLA. of the Qucen’s University in Ireland 
(Bengal Civii Service) Bas. 

Middie Temple: Hiram Shaw Wilkinson, 1A. Queen's 
Oniversity, Irciand, holder of the Studentship awarded by 


; the Council of Legal Education, Michaelmas Term, 1871, 


James Dyer Tremlett, M.A. Sidney Sussex College, Cam. 
bridge, holder of a Certificate of Honour awarded by the 
Council of Legal Education, Trinity Term, 1871, James 
Simpson, Carson, of Worcester College, Oxford, Allan Camp. 
bell, B.A. Exeter College, Oxford, Arthur Greville Dowler, 
Arthur Entwistle, M.A. Balliol College, Oxford, Richard 
Fletcher Wilme, Bernard Charles Molloy, Frank Safford, 
John Henry Boome, George Peter Martin, George Henry 
Wavell, Thomas William Carmalt Jones, B.A. Emmanuel 
College, Cambridge, and Pierre Ludovic Frangois Clement 
Langlois, Esqs. 

Inner Temple:—Philip Colley, B.A. London, Herbert 
Alexander Wix, LL.B, Cantab, Thomas Holme Cardwell, 
B.A, Oxford, Charles John Howe, B.A. Cambridge, Regi- 
nald Godfrey Marsden, B.A. Oxford, Bowen May, jun., 
M.A., S.C.L. Oxford, Charles Frederic Davison, B.A. Cam- 
bridge, John Edmund Linklater, B.A., S.C.L. Oxford, 
Arthur Frederick Jeffreys, B.A. Oxford, William Charles 
Gayner, M.A. Oxford, William Henry Thompson, M A, 
Cambridge, Charles Norman Bazalgette, B.A. Oxford, 
George Rodie Thompson, B.A. Cambridge, Walter Bradford 
Woodgate, M.A. Oxford, Francis Adams Hyett, B.A. Cam- 
bridge, Hungerford Tudor Boddam, Clement Ireby Fisher, 
Robert Morris, M.A. Cambridge, John Winterbotham 
Batten, Tindal Arthur Pearson, B.A Cambridge, Henry 
John Pattison, Thomas Robert Stokoe, Hassard Hume Dodg- 
son, one of the Masters of the Court of Common Pleas, and 
William Henry Mason, B.A. Cambridge, Esqs. 








The directors of the Law Life Assurance Society have 
contracted to sell the whole of their Irish estates for 
£230,000. Already £73,000 kas been paid on account of the 
purchase money. 

Tue New Sonrciror-Generat ror IreLranp.—Mr. 
Christopher Palles, Q.C., LL.D., of the Irish Bar, who has 
been appointed Solicitor-General for Ireland, in succession 
to Mr. R. Dowse, M.P., now Attorney-General, is a son of 
Mr. Andrew Christopher Palles, a solicitor of Dublin, by 
Eleanor, eldest daughter of Matthew James Plunkett, Esq., 
of St. Margaret’s, co. Dublin. He was born in 1829, and was 
educated at Trinity College, Dublin, where he graduated 
B.A., (with honours) in 1852. He was called to the Bar in 
Ireland, in Hilary Term, 1853, and was appointed a Queen’s 
Counsel in 1865. Mr. Palles, before taking silk, had a very 
considerable practice in common law, but since then he has 
confined himself to the equity courts, where he enjoys a 
very large share of business. 

Tue Lecat Epvucation Assoctation.—A_ deputation 
from the Legal Education Association had an interview on 
Thursday with Mr. Gladstone and the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer in Downing-street. The deputation was intro- 
duced by Sir Roundell Palmer. the President of the Asso- 
ciation, and consisted of Sir Edward Ryan, Vice-Chancellor 
Wickens, Mr. Justice Quain, Messrs. Adby (Regius Pro- 
fessor of Civil Law, Cambridge), Amphlett, Q.C., M.P.; 

3ryce (Regius Professor of Civil Law, Oxford), Clabon 
(Fearon, Clabon and Fearon), Arthur Cohen, W. J. Farrer 
(Farrer, Ouvry & Co.), H. R. Freshfield (Freshfields), 
Charles Harrison, jun. (Harrison, Beal & Harrison), Arthur 
Hobhouse, Q.C., Hollams, Thomas & Hollams), Thomas 
Huglies, Q.C., M.P., W. A. Jevons, Liverpool (hon. secre- 
tary), John V. Longbourne (Ford, Longbourne & Longbourne, 
hon. secretary), J.C. Mathew, Charles E. Pollock, Q.C., J. 
C. Rothery, Arthur Ryland (Birmingham), Daniel Sturdy & 
Westlake, and Mr. Arthur Williams, hon. secretary. The 
Solicitor-General was present, but the Attorney-General, 
who is a member of the Council of the Association, was un- 
avoidably absent. Sir Roundell Palmer submitted the 
resolutions he proposed to move early in the coming Session 
in favour of establishing a central school of law, to be 
governed by a public and responsible Board in accordance 
with the views expressed at large in the speech delivered by 
him in the Middle Temple Hall on the 29th of November 
last. After explaining fally the objects of the assoclation in 
a statement which occupied a great part of an hour, he 
handed the resolutions to Mr. Gladstone, and urged upom 
the Government the expediency of their taking action im- 
mediately upon the passing of the resolutions. After several 





questions had been put by Mr. Lowe as to proceeding by 
| Charter and Act of Parliament, and after receiving a 
anuwer which was construed to be favourable from Mr. Glad 
} stone, the deputation withdrew, 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quotation, Feb, 26, 1872. 

From the Official List of the actual business transacted, 

nt. Consols, 923 Annuities, April, 785 
Dhto for Account, Feb. 2, 924 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 92§ &x Bills, 21000, — per Ct.7 p m 
New 3 per Cont., 924 Ditto, £500, Do —7 pm 
Do. 34 perCent., Jan, ’94 Nitto, £100 & £200, — 7pm 
Do. 24 per Cont., Jan. "94 Bank of England Stock, 44 per 
Do, 5 per Cent., Jan. 73 Ct, (last half-year) 245 








Annuities, Jan.’80— Ditto for Account, 
RAILWAY STOCK. 
fe yy Railways. |Paid.|Closing prices 





| 


cove mp i 
Stock| Bristoland Exeter. es! 100 11 















Stock’ Caledonian... ss see sss sseeee coves | 100 1193 
Stock} Glasgow and South-Western 100 127 
Stock) Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ee 100 493 
Stock Great NOrthern ..scceceserseeseees : 100 | M41 
Stock, D0., A StOCK* ..,...ssersersesserereseereceeees 100 | 164 
Stock} Great Southern and Western of Ireland 100 | 114 
Stock) Great Western—Original .......cssesceeee 100 112 
Stock} Lancashire and Yorkshire ........sssecer 100 1565 
Stock London, Brighton, and South Coast...... 100 73 
Stock) London,Chatham, and Dover...... w+ 100 274 
Stock; London and North-Western.,.,.. 100 | 155 
Stock! London and South-Western ...... 100 | 1134 
Stock! Manchester,Sheffield, and Lincoln 100 | 744 
Stock) Metropolitan....c.ceccecee cesses cee eseeee ++ 100 | 73 
BE MAMMIAINE ssc cccaccsectsn sdecin vedeso én secventeneedece 100 | 145 
Stock) Do., Birmingham and Derby .,,...:00+ 100 | 113 
Stock’ North British .....ccccccsssescessessossnsseseeees 100 | 60 
Stock) North LONGON .....c.ccssessescsssecsessecsesseree 100 | 127 
Stock’ North Staffordshire., .»| 100 | 3 
Stock) South Devon .... 100 | 74 
Stock’ South-Eastern . 100 974 
100 | 162 


Stock; ‘Vath Vale.......... 


* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to . 


Money MarkKzT Anp City INTELLIGENCR. 

The tide of new joint stock speculations still flows apace, 
but the general markets have been under depressing in- 
fluences this week, and prices have receded, especially in 
the Railway market,.and where realisations have been large. 

The half-yearly meeting of the London and County Bank 
was held on Thursday, Mr. W. Champion Jones in the chair. 
The report showed the net profits for the half year 
amounted to £102,548, including £4,449 brought forward. 
A dividend of 6 per cent. with a bonus of 34 per cent. 
(£1 18s, per share) was declared, making with the previous 
half-year’s dividend 183 per cent. for the year. 

‘The annual meeting ot the Law Life Assurance Society 
was held yesterday. John Young, Esq. (Young, Maples, 
Teesdale, Nelson, Maples & Teesdale), being chairman. 
The report, which was adopted, states that the total income 
for the year 1871 was, from premiums on assurances, 
£266,605 58. lld, from interest on investments, 
$236,424 19a, ld. The dividend to the proprietors for the 

ear 1871 is at the rate of £4 4s, Od. per share per annum, 

e policies effected during the current year on the partici- 
pating scale of premium will be entitled to share in the 
profits to be made up to December 31, 1874, when the next 
quinquennial valuation will be made. 

The Directors of the Credit Foncier of England (Limited) 
invite applications for 50,000 New Shares of the Company of 
£5 each, at a premium of 10s, per share, on which it is not in- 
tended to call up more than £2 10s. capital per share. The 
shares form part of 100,000 new shares authorised to be 
issued by the shareholders at their general meeting held 
30th ult. ; 50,000 of such shares being received exclusively 
for the existing shareholders at par, and the remaining 
40,000 shares are now for subscription at ten shillings 
share by the existing shareholders and the general public, 
the former having preference in the allotment of the shares. 
The list closes on Monday next. 

Subscriptions to the amount of £200,000 in shares of £10 
each are invited for the South Cleveland Iron Works Com- 
pany (Limited) for the purpose of acquiring, working, and 
developing the mining property known as the Esk Valley 
Tron Works, in the Cleveland iron district, ‘The property is 
situated at Grosmont, within seven milos from the port of 
Whitby, whenee thoro are oxcollent shipping facilities for 
London, Scotland, Wales, and all homo and foreign ports, 
at favourable rates of freight. It comprises an area of 400 





ton, C.E., the quantity of ironstone on the estate is ccmpu'ed 
by him to be not less than ten millions of tons, and he 
estimates the net profit on the production of pig-iron at 
£3 6s. per ton, to be £1 7s. 3d. per ton. 


Messrs. Govett, Pearse & Co., invite subscriptions for 
1,500 first mortgage gold bonds of 1,000 dollars each, of the 
Elk and M’Kean Railway Company of Pennsylvania, equal 


at exchange of 4s. 2d. per dollar to £208 6d. 8d. per bond of 


1,000 dols, bearing interest at 7 per cent. per annum, pay- 


able in gold half-yearly in London or New York’; principle 


redeemable at par, by annual drawings within thirty years, 


secured by mortgage of railway and property. Principle and 


interest free from all U. S. Government and State taxes, 
issued at 85 per cent., or £177 1s. 8d. for each bond of 
£208 6d. 8d. Each bond bears the certificate of the 
Farmers’ Loan and Trust Company of New York that the 
whole of the company’s railway, charters and lands, now 
or hereafter to be constructed or acquired in the State of 
Pennsylvania, have been mortgaged to them in trust for the 
bondholders. The due and punctual payment of the interest 
upon the bonds for one year from this date, pending the 
completion of the line, will be absolutely secured by the 
deposit of £21,000 in the hands of the following gentlemen 
as trustees for the bondholders :—Frederick Alers Hankey, 
Esq., and Augustus Henry Novelli, Esq. The bonds can 
be registered at the office of Mr. Bernard Cracroft, 5, Austin 
Friars, London, E.C., so that the interest ean be paid to the 
holders only, or to a person directly authorised by them. 
The company was incorporated by special Act of the Legis- 
lature of Pennsylvania, for the purpose of making a line 
from Centreville and St. Mary’s in that State to the New 
Yorkjboundary, a distance of 75 miles, thus forming the key 
route between Pittsburgh, Rochester, and Buffalo. The 
railway which is now in course of construction, will bring 
the important cities of Rochester (by means oi the Genesee 
Canal) and Buffalo (by way of the Buffalo and Washington 
Railway) into direct communication with the great Pénn- 
sylvanian Coal-fields. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SPRING CIRCUITS OF THE JUDGES 
Home.—Cockburn, C.J., and Bovill, C.J.* 
Hertford, March 4; Chelmsford, March 7; Maiditone, 
March 11; Lewes, March 18 ; Kingston, March 2%. 
Western.—Martin, b., and Bramwell, B. 

Devizes, Feb. 28; Winchester, March 2; Dorchester, 
March 8; Exeter, March 12; Bodmin, March 0; 
Taunton, March 22; Bristol, March 28. 

Norfolk.—Kelly C.B., and Blackburn, J. 

Oakham, Feb. 28; Leicester, Feb. 29; Northampton, 
March 4; Aylesbury, March 7; Bedford, March 11 ; 
Huntingdon, March 14; Cambridge, March 16 ; Norwich, 
March 21; Ipswich, March 27. 

Oxford.—Byles, B., and Cleasby, B. 

Reading, Feb. 26; Oxford, Feb. 29; Worcester (and 
city), March 5 ; Stafford, March 11 ; Shrewsbury, Monday, 
March 18; Hereford, Monday, March 25 ; Monmouth,. 
Saturday, March 30; Gloucester (and city) Thursday, 


April 4. 
Midland.—Keating, J., and Quain, J.. 

Warwick, Saturday, Feb. 24; Derby, Friday, March 1; 
Nottingham, Wednesday, March 6; Lincoln, Monday, 
March 11; York, Saturday, March 16 ; Leeds, Thursday, 
March 21. 

Northern.—Mellor, J., and Lush, J. 

Appleby, Feb. 16; Carlisle, Feb. 20; Neweastle, Feb. 24; 
Durham, Feb. 29; Lancaster, March 7; Manchester, 
March 11: Liverpool, March 52. 

North Wales,—Channell, B. 

Welshpool, March 11; Dolgelly, March 14; Carnarvon, 
March 16; Beaumaris, March 20; Ruthin, March 23 ; 
Mold, March 26; Chester, March 30. 

South Wales.—Grove, J. 

Haverfordwest, Feb, 26; Cardigan, Feb, 29; Carmarthen, 
March 4; Swansea, March 9; Brecon, March 22; Prest- 
eiga, March 27; Chester, March 30, 

Mr. Justice Willes remains in town, 


nk 








acres, and is held on a lease of sixty-three years, from 
October, 1859, According to the report of Mr, J. G. Beck- 








* An arrangement, however, will be mado under which 
Bovill, C.J., will romain in town to hear the Tichborne case, 
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BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

Hvunrer—On Jan. 25, at Esher, the wife of Mark William 
Hunter, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

Mayo—On Jan. 31, at Corsham, Wilts, the wife of Charles T. 
Mayo, Esq., of a son. : 2 

SLADEN—On Jan. 27, at Heathfield, Reigate, the wife of St. 
Barbe Sladen, Esq., of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES. 

Prves—Humr—On Dec. 21, at the Church of St. John the 
Baptist, in Belize, British Honduras, the Hon. Samuel 
Swire Plues, Attorney-General for the Colony, to Sarah, the 
third daughter of the late George Hume, Esq. 

Wuitiins—HorrmMaN—On Jan. 31, at the parish church, Hen- 
don, Middlesex, William Preston Willins, of Rugby Chambers, 
Bedford-row, London, solicitor, to Annie Rutledge, eldest 
daughter of James Farquhar Hoffman, Esq., of Goshen, 
Orange county, New York, solicitor. 

DEATHS, 

ForsHaw—On Jan. 24, at Hoghton-street, Southport, Henry 
Forshaw, of Liverpool, solicitor, aged 62. 

ReED—On Jan. 29, at 34, Bloomsbury-square, Ernest Hay- 
thorne Reed, Esq., barrister-at-law, in the 43rd year of his 


e. 
Tavean~On Jan. 24, Montagu John Tatham, Esq., of 6, 
Colville-gardens, K2nsington-park, in his 64th year. 








SALE OF THE GRosvENoR Mansions.—The large building 
known as the Grosvenor Mansions, situate in Victoria-street, 
Westminster, let out in suites of chambers, etc., producing 
a rental of about £3,000 per annum, was sold by auction b 
Messrs. Chinnock, Galsworthy & Chinnock, on the 26: 
inst, and realised the sum of £49,500. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Fatway Jan. 26, 1872. 
Paddison, Ricnd, Howard Paddison, and Hy Joseph Liggins, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields, Solicitors and Attorneys. Dec 30 
TugspaY, Jan. 30, 1872. 
Busby, Silss, & Richd Green Marsden, Oxford-st, Regent-circus, At- 
torneys 1nd Solicitors. Jan 24 


Winding up of Joint Steck Companies. 
FerpayY, Jan. 26, 1872. 
UNLIMITED 1N CHANCERY. 

Eurovean Assurance Society.—Vice Chancellor Malins has, by an order 
dated Jan 12, ordered that the above society be wound up by the 
Court. Tucker, St Swithin’s-lane, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Imperial Anglo-German Bank.—Vice Chancellor Malins has, by an 
erder dated Jan 16, ordered that the above bank be wound up by the 
court. Linklater & Co., Walbrook, solicitors for jhe petitioners. 

LrtreD is Coancerry, 

Millwall Ironworks, Shipbuilding and Graving Docks Company (Limited). 
Creditors are required, on or before Feb 14, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to Jas Glegg, 
3, Moorgate-st. Friday, Feb 16 at 12, is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims, 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Farway, Jan. 26, 1872. 
Ancient Order of Foresters Friendly Society, White Hart Inn, Collier- 
st, Yalding, Kent. Jan 13 
Friendly Beneficial Society, Horn’s-inn, Wrexham, Denbigh. Jan 24 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, Jan. 26, 1872. 

Curling, Chas Simonds, Leckhampton, Gloucester, Esq. Feb20. Mel- 
vilies » Willes, M.R. Fladgate & Co, Craven-st, Strand 

Gray, Owen, Fisherton House, nr Salisbury, Wilts, Feb 20, Woodward 
v Pratt, V.C. Malins. Dawbarn, jun, March 

Hawkins, Whitshed Keene, Madras, Major. March 11, 
Brooks, V.C. Wickens 

Langley, Wm Hawkes, Oxford-st, Clerk in Holy Orders. Feb12, Bour- 
din » Greenwood, V.C. Wickens. Ponsione, jun, Raymond-bldgs, 
Gray’s-inn 

McAlpine, Lovisa, Hamlet-rd, hy ard Norwood. Feb 22. Broughton ov 
Ker, V.C. Wickens. Domville & Co, New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn 

Pidsiey, Mary Ann, Bath, Widow. Feb. Smith & Symes, Crediton 

Smith, Sarah Marian, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset, Spinster. Feb 28. 
Sraith » Smith, V.C. Wickens. Woolfryes, Banwell 

Whittingham, Jane Prime, Barnsbury-st, Islington. Feb19. Johnson 
v Barns, V.C. Malins. Sheffeld & Sons, Lime-st 

EXT OF KIN. 

Mangin, Warren Geo, Cherington House, Hanwell, Esq. June 12. 

Mangin » Mangin, M.R. 


Touxspat, Jan. 30, 1872, 


Catdick, Isaac, Wednesbury Onk, Stafford, Maltster. March 9. 
» Cacdick, V.C. Wickens. Caddick, West Bromwich 


Hawkins o 


Marson 





Farmer, Hy Grimes, Firbeck, York, Farmer. Feb 12. Farmer v Farmer,. 
V.C. Malins. Bird & Hayes, Gainsborough 

Feltham, Jas, Hampton Court, Middx, Gent, March 13. Kelly Fel. 
tham, V.C. Wickens. Lawrence, Bedford-:q 

Fletcher, Chas Ballett, Stratford pl, Camden Town, Gent. Feb 29, 
Burgess v Fletcher, M.R. Robinson, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Frankis, Wm Hy, Newport, Mon, Butcher. Feb 23. Rees v Wood, 
V.C. Malins. Cathcart, Newport 

Levy. Isaac, Raven-row, Whitechapel, Draper. Feb 28. Mosesv Levy, 
V.C. Wickens. Smith, White Lion-st. Norton Folgate 

Spittle, John, West Bromwick, Stafford, Coal Master. Feb 23. Bayley 
v Spittle, M.R. Phillips, Wolverhampton 

Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Tusspay, Jan, 23, 1872. 

Axon, Jas, Chester, Gent. Feb 22, Grundy v Axon, V.C. Bacon, 
Tibbits, Chester 

Craig, Jane Goodchild, Leamington, Warwick. Feb 17. Percival» 
Percival, ¥.C. Malins. Harrison & Co, Bedford-row 

Fendall, Henrietta, Seaton, Devon, Widow. Feb 19. Statham v Lucas, 
M.R. Mills, New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn 

Finney, Robt, Bishopsgate Without, Licensed Victualler. Feb 7. Spinks. 
e Finney, V.C. Wickens. Wild & Co, Ironmonger-lane, Cheapside 

Hawksworth, John Wilson, Sheffield, Merchant. Mareh 16. Hunter p- 
Hawksworth, V.C. Malins. Walker, Beaufort-bldgs, Strand 

Kennard, Robt Wm, Porchester-ter, Esq. March 11. Kennard » 
Kennard, V.C. Malins. Collette and Collette, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Morcom, Wn, Pietermaritzbug, Port Natal, Suuth Africa, Miller. Feb. 
16. Creditors on the 7th of Nov 1860, V.C. Malins, Hayter, Ray- 
mond-bldgs, Gray’s-inn 

Rees, Geo, Brunswick-sq, Silk Mercer. Feb 17. Good v Perkin, M.R. 
Robson & Co, Sackville-st, Piccadilly 

St George’s Harbour Company, £5 per cent preference shares. Feb 19, 
Cramer v Rird, M.R. 


Upcott, Wm Braddon, Wolverhampton, Newspaper Proprieter. Feb 16, 
Wrigley v Martin, M.K. Kitson, Wolverhampton 


Fripay, Jan. 26, 1872. 

Allen, Nicholas Bowen, Torvole, Brecon, Merchant. March 15. Rees. 
& Howell, Aberdare 

Bageley, Wm, Comberbach, Chester, Yeoman. March 1. Cheshire,. 
Northwich 

Bennett, Jeffery, South Brent, Somerset, ‘Innkeeper. Feb17. Poole, 
Bridgwater 

Buxton, Chas, Fox Warren, Cobham, Esq, M.P. March 11. Coaks, 
Norwich 

Cantor, Israel, Raven-st, Whitechapel, Sponge Merchant. March 25, 
Hilbery, Crutched Friars 

Carter, Richd, Furnival’s-inn, Holborn, Gent. Feb 29. Brooks & Co,. 
Doctors’-commons 

Cook, Thos, Telegraph-st, Licensed Victualler. Feb 21. Makeson & 
Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Dignum, Chas, Bridge-rd, Hammersmith, Esq. March 16. Ward 
Lincoln’s-inn. fields 

Drew, John Pryce, Llanliwchaiarn, Montgomery. March 6. Woosnam 
& Talbot, Newtown 

Edmunds, John, Van, Glamorgan. March 23. Davis 

Hawkins, Jas, Wisborough-green, Sussex, Shopkeeper. March 25, 
Medwin & Co, Horshsm 

Higginson, Edmund, Saltmarshe Castle, Hereford, Esq. April 26. 
Walters & Co, Lincoln’s-inn 

Hindley, Chas, East Acton, Esq. March 25. Oliver, Lincoin’s- 
inn-fields 

Hone-Goldney, Rev Geo, Tunbridge Wells, Kent. March 30. Bloxam 
& Co, Lincoin’s-inn-fields 

Kitton, John, Norwich, Wholesale Grocer. March 1. Coaks, Norwich 

Land, John, Bennet-pk, Blackheath, House Decorator. March 1. Terry,. 
King-st, Cheapside 

— Joseph Goodale, Bristol, Surgeon, Livett, 

sto) 

Lovell, Ann, Winchester, Hants, Spinster. March 25. Lee & Best, 
Winchester 

Lyles, John Toovey, Hildersham, Cambridge, Gent. March 27. Eaden 
& Co, Cambridge 

Maister, Eweretta Catherine, Sheet, nr Ludlow, Salop, Spinster. March 


March 21, 


5. Clark, Ludlow 

Peel, Fredk Augustus, D’Urban, Port Natal. July 31. Beaumont, 
Coleman-st 

Quirk, Hannah, Workington, Cumberland, Widow. March !, White- 
lock, Workington 

Rait, Geo, Bennet-pk, Blackheath, Meter Manufacturer. March 1. 
Terry, King-st, Cheapside 

Roberts, Wm, Elm-p], Brompton, Comm Traveller. Feb 29. Brooks & 
Co, Doctors’ commons 

Robinson, J ohn, Wainfleet All Saints, Lincoln, Wheelwright. Feb 26. 
Bassitt, Wainfleet 

Salmon, Thos Mansell, Lpool, Cabinet Maker. March 24. Harvey & 
Alsop, Lpool 

—* Theodosia Fras, Leeds, Spinster. March 18. Barr & Co, 

Unwin, Grantley arthur, Kinlock Rannock, Perth, Esq. March 1. 
Balderston, Bedford-row 

TvsEspayY, Jan, 30, 1872, 

Anderson, Chas Geo, Newcastle upon-Tyne, Coach Builder, April 2. 
Hoyle & Cu, Newcastie-upoh-Tyne 

Andrews, Geo, Whatfield, Suffolk, Farmer. March 25. Hayward & 
Sons, Needham Market 

Atwood, John Chas, Portland-rd, Notting-hill. March 12, Simpson & 
Cullingford, Gracechurch-st 

Bardwell, Everett, Norwich, Solicitor. March 26. Oheatle, Feather- 

Hill &1Co, Brighton 


stone-bldgs, Holborn 
Buck, Anr, Hove, Sussex, Spinster. March 13, 
March 2, Davies, 


Russell, Hy Thos, Ross, Hereford, Corn Factor. 
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Campbell, John, Plymouth, Devon, Lieut-Gen. April 26. Rooker & 
C ith 


P 
er, Joel, Manch, Gent. March 25, Henwood & Marlow, Manch 
Evans, John, Moseley, Worcester, Factor. March 1. Saunders & 
Bradbury, Birm 
Faulkner, David, Birm, Gun Barrel Maker. March 1. Saunders & 
Bradbury, Birm ‘ 
Feeney, John Fredk, Edgbaston, nr Birm, Newspaper Proprietor. 
March 1. Saunders & Bradbury, Birm 
Fish, Jas, Stogumber, Somerset, Malster. March 8. Parnell & Salt, 
ristol 
ys Gerald, Jas, Bristol, Major-Gen, March 21. Livett, Bristol 
Francis, Wm, Redman’s-row, Mile-end, Gent. March 21. Donne, 
Princes-st, Spitalfields 
Frankln, Wm, Gt Dunmow, Essex, Gent. Feb19. Wade & Knocker, 


Dunmow 

Gilbert, Fras, Camborne, Cornwall, Mine Agent. March 1. Budge, 
Truro 

Graham, Thos, Stanwix, Cumberland, March 1. Dobinson & Watson, 


Carlisle 

Haimes, Selina, Sheffield, Widow, Feb 20. Clegg, Sheffield 

Halls, Caroline, Reading, Berks, Widow. March 11. Minet & Co, 
New Broad-at 

Hargreaves, Rev Jas, West Tilbury, Essex. March 25. Field & Co, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Hyde, ann, Eastern Green, Warwick, Spinster, March 1, Dewes & 
Son 


Jenkins, Thos, Ivy Bush, Pembroke, Farmer. March 1. 
Haverfordwest 

Jones, Sarah, Oxford, Widow. Feb 29. Mallam, Oxford 

Kermock, Edwin, Kingston-npon-Thames, Surrey, Auctioneer. 
30. Sheppard & Riley, Moorgate-st 

Layton, Hannah, Headingley, Leeds, Widow. May]. Tempest, Leeds 

—, F maaen Dronfield, Derby, Yeoman. Feb 20. Clegg, 

le 


Milborne, Thos, Theresa-ter, Hammersmith, Esq. Feb 29, Tippetts & 
Son, Gt St Thomas Apostle, Queen-st, Cheapside 

Plowden, Jas, Chicheley, Chale, Isle of Wight, Col. Feb 29. Blake & 
Snow, College-hill, Cannon-st 

Rennie, Wm, Edgbaston, Birm, Gent. June 1. Arnold & Son, Birm 

Robinson , John, Wainfleet All Saints, Lincoln, Wheelwright. Feb 26. 
Bassitt, Wainfleet 

Rogers, Robt, Pontesbury, Salop, Grocer. March 1. Clarke, Shrewsbury 

Ross, Wm, Alpha-rd, New Cross. March 17. Dawes & Sons, Angel-ct, 
Throgmorton-st 

Sandford, Eliz Mary, Clifton, Somerset, Spinster. March 31. Carr, St 
Mildred’s-ct, Poultry 

Sandiord, Martha Teresa, Collioure, France. 
dred's-ct, Poultry 

Smith, Nicholas, Cockspur-st, Pubii April 1, Chester & Urquhart, 
Staple-inn 

Taylor, Mary Margaret, Cookham, Berks, Widow. March 25. Cheatle, 
Featherstone-bldgs, Holborn 

Thomas, Julia, Crownbrook, Forest-hill, Spinster. Feb 29. Blaks & 
Snow, College-hill, Cannon-st 

Treyor, Trevor Cadifor Gwilym Jas, Exeter-pl, Walham-green, Gent. 
March 26. Liewellin-& Bazeley, Builth 

Webb, Eliz, Northwarnborough, Hants, Spinster. March 28. Lamb & 
Brooks, Odiham 

ba Nathn], Bath, Brass Founder. March 10. Simmons & Clark, 


Buck & Dick- 


Phillips, 


March 


March 31, Carr, St.Mil- 





Yates, Isabella, Preston, Lancashire, Widow. Feb 21. 
sons, Preston 
Bankrupts. 
Frivay, Jan. 26, 1872. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proois of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Dent, Stephen, Curtain-rd, Shoreditch, Brass Finisher. 
Spring-Rice. Feb 8 at 12 
Haynes, Richa John, Lower Thames-st, Wine Merchant, 
Brougham. Feb 9 at 12 
oe, Fenchurch-st, Rope Maker. Pet Jan 16. Hazlitt. Feb 
at 


Pet Jan 24, 
Pet Jan 22. 


Lowick, Jas Wm, Aldersgate-st, Hosier, 
Feb 9 atll 

Menzies, Edwd, Guernsey, Deputy Inspector-General of Hospitals, Pet 
Nov 8. Spring-Rice. feb 8 at 12 

Randall, Edwd Jas, Ethelburga House, Bishop 
Jan 24. Hazlitt. Feb 8 at 11.39 


To Surrender in the Country. 


Allen, Eliz, Padnoller, Charlinch, Somerset, Widow. 
Lovibond. Bridgwater, Feb 8 at 3 

Berkley, Letitia, Ormskirk, Lancashire, Draper. Pet Jan 22. Watson. 
Lpool, Feb 6 at 2 

Charles, Wm Taylor, & John Andrew Charles, Sheffield, Steel Roller 
Merchants, Pet Jan 22, Wake. Sheffield, Feb 6 at 11 

Edwards, David, Upper Pulley, Salop, Tallow Chandler. Pet Jan 23, 
Peele. Shrewsbury, Feb 7 at 11 

Pet Jan 16. Willoughby. 
Pet Jan 24. 


Pet Jan 22. Brougham. 





e-st, S tary. Pet 


Pet Jan 24, 


Jepos, Fredk, North.st, Wandsworth. 
Wandsworth, Feb 20 at 11 
wry, Geo, Salford, Luncashire, Engineer. 
Salford, Feb 7 at li 

or, Jas, Leeds, Bootmaker. Pet Jan 19. Marshall. Leeds, Feb 


Tuxspay, Jan. 30, 1872, 
Under the Bankruptoy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London, 


Ebdon, Hy Fras, High-st, Stratford, Baker. Pet Jan 26, 
Feb 13 at 12 


Gates, Geo, & Harry Morris, Falcon-st, Falcon-sq, Wholesale Tie Manu- 
jacturers, Pet Jan27, Roche. Feb 16 at 11 


llulton, 


Murray. 





To Surrender in the Country. 
Ashton, Jas Hy, Lpool, Steam Ship Broker. Pet Jan 26. Watson. 
* Lpool, Feb 13 at 2 

Brown, Joseph Culverwell, Bedford, Draper. Pet Jan 25. Pearse. 
Bedford, Feb 14 at 10.30 

Burton, Robt, Boxmoor, Herts, Farmer. Pet Jan 15. Blagg. St Alban’s, 
Feb 12 at 11.30 

Clemow, Hy Wm, St Tudy, Cornwall, Farmer. Pet Jan 27. Chilcott. 
Truro, Feb 10 at 10.30 

Fairlie, Sir Arthur Percy Cunningham, Victoria-ter, Palace-sq, Upper 
Norwood, Bart. Pet Jan23. Rowland. Croydon, Feb 9 at 2 

Fielden, Luke, Todmorden, Lancashire, Stonemason. Pet Jan 25. 
Hartley. Burnley, Feb 15 at3 

Pet Jan 24. 


Morris, Sam], Church-end, Finchley, Middx, Builder. 
Harris, Barnet, Feb 10 at 11 
= T Benj, Cardiff, Publican. Pet Jan 24. Langley. Cardiff, Feb 
at 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Faray, Jan, 26, 1872, 
Hale, Chas, Cricklewood, Middx, Builder. Jan 23 
Hunt, Geo Warwick, Heytesbury, Wilts, Captain 4th Hussars. Jan 23- 
Martin, Thos Hy, George-yd, Lombard-st, Wine Merchant. Jan 25 
Nesbitt, Sussex, Eastcheap, Gent. Jan 20 
Spencer, Saml, Ventnor, I of W, Livery Stable Keeper. 
TueEspayY, Jan. 30, 1872. 


Cuthbert, John Newton-le-Willows, York, Farmer. Jan 20 
Robins, Chas, Edwd, Bristol, Boot Manufacturer. Jan 26 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Faipay, Jan. 26, 1872, 
Awford, Peter, Gl ter, Boot Manufacturer. Feb7 at 2, at offices. 
of Jones, Eldon chambers, Gloucester 
Batchelor, Jas Walter,-Odiham, Hampshire, China Dealer. Feb 12 at 
2, at offices of Wild & Co, Ironmonger lane 
Beeston, John, Woore, Salop, innkeeper. Feb 8 at 11, at the Corbet 
Arms Hotel, Market Drayton. Onions, Market Drayton 
Bradbary, Joseph, Glossop, Derby, Licensed Victualler. Feb 13 at 3, 
at offices of Sutton & Harding, Brown st, Manch. Johnson, Stock— 


Jan 18 





rt 

nahin Wm Hy, Albany rd, Camberwell, Millwright. Feb 6 at 3, 
at offices of Jenkins, Tavistock st, Covent garden 

Butler, Alf, Westboorne grove, Bayswater, Draper. Feb 7 at 12, at the- 
Guiidhall Coffee house, King st, Cheapside. Davidsons & Co, Basing- 
hall st 

Cable, Martha Maria. Radstock, Somerset, Grocer. Feb 9 at 12, at 
office of Shrapnell, Bradford 

Chambers, Geo, High st, Camden town, Boot Manufacturer. Feb 15 at 
2, at offices of Slater & Pannell, Guildhall chambers, Basinghall st- 
Lay, Poultry 

Clowes, David, Monk’s Coppenhall, out of business. Feb 10 at 11, at 
offices of Cooper, Lawton st, Congleton 

Collier, Wm. Over Darwen, Larcashire, Draper. Feb 8 at 4, at offices. 
of Kendall & Costeker, Church st, Over Darwen 

Dicken, Thos Blythe, Heath Town, ar Wolverhampton, Stafford, Grocer. 
Feb 10 at 11, at offices of Greenway, Kingjst, Wolverhampton 

Dorse, Hy, Cradley heath, Stafford, Builder. Feb 12 at 11, at offices of 
Homer, High st, Brierley hill 

Drabble, Wm Frost, Milldridge, Comm Agent. Feb 9 at 3, at the Queen 
Hotel, Heckmondwike 

Eades, Richd Eyres, Shakespear rd, Stoke Newington, Ivory Turner. 
Feb 7 at 2, at offices of Beard, Basinghali st 

Ellison, John Bradley, Barnsley, York, Chemist, Feb 8 at 2, at offices 
of Frudd, Barnsley : 

Fairbrother, Chris, Hyde, Cheshire, Beerhouse Keeper. Feb 12, at 11, 
at the Pitt und Nelson Hotel, Old st, Ashton-under-Lyne 

Gill, Spencer Cotton, Catherine ct, Tower hill, Corn Merchant, Feb 7 
at 3, at office of Carr, Rood-lane 

Haigh, Wm, Hoyland, Nether, York, Beerhonse Keeper. Feb 17 at 2, 
at the Coach and Horses’ Hotel, Barnsley. Truman 

Heisch, Percy Fredk, Crosby sq, Bishopsgate st, Merchant. Feb 8 atl, 
at offices of Quilter & Co, Moorgate st. Snow, Coilege hill, Cannon st 

Hitchen, Thos, Birm, out ot business, Feb 5 at 12, at office of Fellows, 
Cherry st, Birm 

Jackson, Richd, Capernwray, Lancashire, out of business. Feb 13 at 
2, at office of Johnson & Tilly, Sun st, Lancaster. Tilly, Lancaster 

Jenner, Sam! Walter, Staplehurst, Kent, Farmer. Feb7 at 12.30, at 
the Bridge House Hotel, London bridge. Goodwin, Maidstone 

Jennings, Geo, Bristol, Licensed Victualler. Feb 8 at 12, at offices of 
Henderson & Salmon, Broad st, Bristol 

Jones, Edwd, Rochdale, Lancashire, Carpet Fitter. Feb 9 at 3, at offices 
of Holland, Baillie st, Rochdale 

Kensit, Wm, jun, Upper Kennington lane, out of employment. Fed 6 
at 11, at offices of Warrand, Newgate st 

Lee, Geo, Chepstow, M th, Booumaker. Feb 9 at 2, at offices of 
Hancock & Co, Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol 

Littlewood, Geo, Aston, Warwick, Retail Brewer, Feb 9 at 11, at offices 
of Harrison, Edmund st, Birm 

Littlewood, John, Old Trafford, nr Manch, Belting Manufacturers, Feb 
9 at 3, at offices of Kearsley, Brazennose st, March 

Lowe, Danl, West Cowes, Isle of Wightj Builder, Feb 8 at 11, at the 
Star Hotei, St James’ st, Newport 

Mawson, Hy, Ogie, Bradford, York, Printer. Feb 7 at 3, at offices of 
Taylor & Co, Piccadilly, Bradford 

Mills, Joseph & Josiah Mills, Shelton, Stafford, Brick Manufacturers, 
Feb 7 at 3, at office of Challinor, Cheapside, Hanley. Litchfield, 
Newcastle 

Morris, John, Whitmore Reans, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Butcher. 
Feb 10 at 12, at offices of Greenway, King-st, Wolverhampton 

Osbaldestone, Roger, Brierfield, Lancashire, Cotton Manufactarer. 
Feb 13 at 3, at offices of Grundy & Coulson, Booth st, Manch 

Pain, Wm, Overton, Southampton, Blacksmith. Feb 7 at 1.30, at the. 
Red Lion, Basingstoke, Rants. Clarke, Waitchurch 

Pickles, John, Shipley, York, Grocer, Jan 31 at 10, at offices of 
Hargreaves, Market st, Bradford 
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Pennington, Abel, Warrington, Lancashire, out « business. Feb 7 at | Harrison, John, Bridge Mills, nr Rochdale, Lancashire, Grocer. Feb. 
t arringto 


11, at Commercial chambers, Horsemarket st, - Davies 
& Brook, Warringten 

Pratt, Joseph, Upton-upon-Severn, Worcester, Saddler. Feb 5 atl, 
at the Crown Hotel, Worcester. Gregory 

Prentice, Jas, sen, Abbey st, Bermondsey, Fish salesman. Feb 5 at 11, 
at 10, Old Bailey. Hicks, Coleman st 

Read, Paul, Ash House Farm, Bishop’s Waltham, Hants, Farmer. 
Feb 9 at 3, at office of Kilby, Portland st, Southampton 

Rivers, Wm Mollart, Hanley, Stafford, Watchmaker. Feb 8 at 11, 
at 22, Cheapside. Sherratt, Hanley 

Rosenberg, Abraham, East Stonehouse, Devon, Jeweller. Feb 9 at 12, 
at offices of Edmonds & Son, Parade, Plymouth 

Ruff, Geo Baker, Chartham, Kent, Farmer. Feb 7 at 3, at the Queen’s 
Head Hotel, Canterbury. De Lasaux 

Sabin, Thos Wm, Oxford, Livery-stable Keeper. Feb 10 at 12, at offices 
of Hurford & Taylor, St Michael's chambers, Oxford 

Sandiford, Nathaniel, Lowerfold, Rochdale, Lancashire, Woolsorter. 
Feb 15 at 3, at offices of Roberts & Sons, John-st, Rochdale 

Sarl, Chas, West Cowes, Isle of Wight, Grocer. Feb 7 at 10, at the 
Castle Hotel, High st, Southampten 

Saxby, Robt, Old Bradwell, Buckingham, Miller. Feb 7 at 3, at the 
Swan inn, Newport Pagnell. Stimson, Bedford 

Scruton, Peter Dickinson, Boston, Lincoln, Chemist. Feb 5 at 10.30, 
at olfices of York, Church yd, Boston 

Shepherd, Edwd Fredk, Thatcham, Berks, Schoolmaster. Feb 16 at 11, 
at the Great Western Hotel, Reading. Lucas, Newbury 

Slack, Geo Hy, Nottingham, Agent. Feb 6 at 12, at offices of Acton, 
Victoria st, Nottingham 

Smith, Chas, Walsall, Stafford, Currier. Feb 8 at 11, at the Bradford 
Arms Inn, Lower Rashall st, Walsall. Adams, Walsali 

Smith, John, Manch, Provision Dealer. Feb 9 at 3, at offices of 
Hardings & Co, Princess st, Manch 

Steadman, Joseph, Birm, Publican. Feb 10 at 12, at offices of Jaques, 
Cherry st, Birm 

Taylor, Dan), Exeter pl, Walham green, Builder, Feb 12 at 3, at 
Offices of Lindsay & Co, Basingha!l st 

Thornley, Chas, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Feb 9 at 12, at 
offices of Belk, High pavement, Nottingham 

Turnbull, Aun, Newcastle-upon-[yne, Grocer. Feb 8 at 2, at offices of 
Joel, Market st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Tyler, Geo Townsend, Dover, Licensed Victualler. Feb 15 at 12, at 
Castle st, Dover. Mowli 

Wadilow, Harriet, Much Wenlock, Salop, Innkeeper. Feb 6 at 11, at 
Office of Morris, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

Webber, Thos, Gloucester, Bakor. Feb 10 at 12, at offices of Cooke, 
Pitt st, Gloucester 

Williams, Eric, Sun dial p!, Upper Holloway, Schoolmaster. Feb 5 at 
11, at 35, Welbeck st, Cavendish sq. Scarth 

Wilson, John, Lawford rd, Kentish Town, Licensed Victualler. Feb 12 
at 2, at office of Nash & Co, Suffolk lane, Cannon st 

Wood, Chas, Burslem, Stafford, Grocer. Feb7 at 2.30,at the County 
Court Offices, Cheapside, Hanley. Lichfield, Newcastle 

Woodward, Geo, Shepley, York, Mason. Feb 9 at 3.30, at office of 
Armitage, Lord street, Huddersfield 

Woodley, John, Church row, Limehouse, Cooper. Feb 12 at I, at 
office of Dubois, Gresham buildings, Basinghall st. Moss, Grace- 
church st 

Tvespay, Jan, 30, 1872. 

Arnfieid, Squire Owen, Derby, Draper. Feb 20 at 11, at St. James’s 
Hotel, Derby. Moody 

Bel!, Saml, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, Brickmakera’ Labourer. Feb 7 
at 11, at office of Tennant, Hanley 

Benjamin, Isaac, Ashby-de-la-Zouca, Leicester, Cigar Manufacturer. 
Feb 9 at 1, at the Midland Commercial Hotel, Granby st, Leicester 

Browne, Robt Langley, Norfolk ter, Bayswater, Grocer. Feb 13 at 2, at 
26, Maddox st, Regent st. Peck 

Burges, Saml, sen, Dunstable, Bedford, Tailor. Feb 7 at 2, at 12, Hat- 
ton garden. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fiel 

Clark, Fisher, Rye, Sussex, Confectioner. Feb 13 at 3, at the Cinque 
Ports Hotel, Rys. Tanner 

Corden, Hy, Addle st, Wood st, Comm Agent. Feb 6 at 12, at offices of 
Marsden & Chubb, Friday st, Cheapside 

Cross, Fredk, Newport Pagnell, Bucks, Miller. Feb 12 at 3, at office 
of Stimson, Mill st, Bedford 

Dane, Wm, Milton-next-sittingbourne, Kent, Coal Merchant. Feb 12 
at 11, at office of Gibson, High st, Sittingbourne 

Davis, Richd, Great Bridge, Stafford, Tabe Manufacturer. Feb 12 at 
11.30, at the Dudley Arms Hotel, Dudley. Duignan & Co, Walsall 

Dawson, Geo, Basinghall st, Bootmaker. Feb 8 at 12, at the Masons’ 
Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghali st 

Dearn, Joseph, Birm, Builders’ Ironmonger. 
Walter, Waterloo st, Birm 

Dybell, Geo, Winterton, Norfolk, Fisherman. Feb 9 at 12, at office o 
Cufande, King st, Gt Yarmouth 

Eccles, Reuben, Stockport, Chesters> Stonemason. Feb 10 at 10, at 
The Queen’s Hotel, Portwood, Stockport. w 

Edwards, Abraham Chas, Rochester, Kent, Shipwright, Feb 14 at 11, 
at the Globe Hotel, Chatham. Barrow, Walbrook 

Elders, Robt, Gilling, York, Joiner. Feb 13 at 12, at the Talbot 
Inn, Richmond. Croft 

Elstow, Chas, St. John’s rd, Hoxton, Oilman. Feb 5 at 3, at offices 
of Thwaites. Basinghall st. Dobie, Basinghall st 

Fletcher, Richd, Charringworth, Gloucestershire, Farmer. Feb 16 at 
12, at the Noel Arms Inn, Chipping Campden. Griffiths, Campden, 
Gloucester 

Fricker, Chas, Bristol, Grocer. Feb $ at 11, at offices of Plammer, 
Bristol chambers, Nicholas st, Bristol 

Golding, Geo Wm, Kentish tn rd, Batcher. Feb 4 at 11, at office of 
Davis, Bedford row 

Handel, Chas Maximilian Geo Fredk, Bowling, Bradford, York, 
Cigar —— Feb 13 at 11, at offices of Peel, Chapel lane, 
Bradfor 

Marper, Abraham Bloom, Norwich, Licensed Victualler. Feb 12 at 11, 
at offices of Winter & Francis, St Giles’-st, Norwich 

Harper, Alex Gordon, Kingswinford, Worcester, Draper. Feb 14 at 2, 
at office of Wright and Marshail, lownhall-chambers, New-st, Birm 
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Feb 9 at 3, at office of 
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12 at 3, at office of Harris, Lord-street, Roch 

Hart, Solomon Jacob, and Eleazer Jacob Aart, Leicester, Tobacco 
Manufacturers. Feb 12 at 1, at office of Stevenson, New-st, Leicester 

Hermann, Alex, Regent-st, Prestidigitatear. Feb 7 at 2, at offices of 
Roberts, Moorgate-st t 

Hifley, Richd Jas, Plymouth, Devon, out of business. Feb 13 at 12, at 
offices of Edmonds & Sor, Parade, Plymouth 

Hobson, Wm, Sheffield, Joiner. Feb 12 at 12, at offices of Mellor & 
Porrett, Bank st, sheffield 

Hodson, Nathaniel, Grimesthorpe, nr Sheffield, Builder. Feb 9 at 12, 
at office of Mellor, Bank st, Sheffield 

Hollingsworth, Richd, Birm, Grocer. Feb 14 at 11, at offices of Powell, 
Clarendon chambers, Temple st, Birm : 

Holstius, Nils Wilhelm, Falmouth, Cornwa!l, Ship Chandler. Feb 14 
at 11, at the Globe Hotel, Arwenack st, Falmouth 

Inger, Eliz, Nottingham, Glass Dealer. Feb 9 at 2, at the Queen’s Hotel, 
New st Station, Birm. Simpson i 

Isaacs, Alfd, Bevis Marks, St Mary Axe, Dealer in Watches. Feb 19 at. 
2, at office of Barnett, New Broad st : 

Izard, Wm, Hamilton rd, Grove rd, Bethnal green, Builder. Feb 10 at 
1l, at the Victoria Tavern, Victoria pk. Hicks, Lansdown ter, 
Grove rd, Victoria pk 

Jackson, Ambrose, Stalybridge Chester, Draper. Feb 14 at 3,at the 
Boar’s Head Inn, Withy grove, Manch. Buckley 

Jones, Herbert Alwyn, Garston, near Lpool, Coal Merchant. Feb 9 at 
2, at offices of Fowler, Clayton sq, Lpool 

Josling, Geo, Writtle, Essex, Farm Bailiff. Feb 12 at 12, at office of 
Meggy, Duke st, Ch eimsford 

Kanfman, Levy, Middlesborough, York, Jeweller. Feb 20 at 3, 
at offices of Bell, Church st, West Hartlepool 

Klitz, Geo Philip, Fairfield, Derby, Professor of Music. Feb 12 at ll, 
at office of Taylor, Hardwicke-ter, Buxton 

Lancaster, David, Bradford, York, Shopkeeper. Feb 8 at 3, at offices 
of Varley, Duke st, Darley st, Bradford. Khodes, Bradford. 

Lee, Joseph, Bilston, Stafford, Potato Dealer. Feb 12 at 11, at offices of 
Woodward & Smith, Walsall rd, Wednesbury 

Maddick, Geo Wm, Shoe lane, Fleet st, Newspaper Proprietor. Feb. 
12 at 3, at offices of Jenkins, Tavistock st, Covent garden : 

Marbrook, Geo Douglas, Birm, Grocer. Feb 12 at 2, at offices of Wright 
& Marshall, Townhall chambers, New st, Birm 

Miller, John Edmund, High st, Notting hill, Butcher. Feb 19 at 2, at 
Offices of Edwards, Gracechurch st 

Moore, John Goddard, Lowestott, Suffolk, Coal Merchant. Feb 16 at 
1, at offices of Diver, Gt Yarmouth 

Morris, Wm, King’s Sutton, Northampton, Baker. Feb 15 at 2, at offices 
of Buller & Pearse, Bridge st, Banbury 

Nicholson, Jas, Redcar, York, Innkeeper. Feb 10 at 4,at the Queen 
Hotel, Redcar. Pullan 

Northcott, Joseph, Adelaide rd, Haverstock hill, Agent. Feb 7 at 3, 
at Mullens’ Hotel, Ironmongerlane. Croft, South Lambeth rd 

Orban, Mich! Jas Geo, Cannon st, Auctioneer. Feb 9 at 12, at offices of 
Eady, Gt Winchester st bidgs 

Osborn, Geo, Upper st, Islington, Dyer. Feb 15 at 3, at the Jamaica. 
Coffee house, St Michel’s alley, Cornhill. Child, Doctors’ commons 

Oxley, Tom Eiphick, Footscray, Kent, Saddler. Feb 19 at 2, at offices of 
Holloway, Ball’s Pond rd, Islington. Heathfield, Lincoln’s inn flelds 

Page, Ann Eliz, Coventry st, Piccndilly, Carver. Feb 14 at 2, at ottices 
of Hudson & Co, Bucklersbury. 

Palmer, Albert Reynolds, New Bond st, Clerk in Orders, Feb 7 at 3, at 
oftice of Luscombe, New Burlington st 

Passmore, Richd Adolphus, Newman’s ct, Cornhill, Merchant. Feb 6 
ss 2.30, at offices of Pain, Chancery chambers, Quality ct, Chancery 
ane 

Peace, Fredk, Broomhill, Sheffield, Commercial Traveller. Feb 14 at ll, 
ai offices of Mellor & Porrett, Bank st, Shetfield 

Peate, John, Shrewsbury, Salep, Miller. Feb 10 at 12, at the Crowa 
Hotel, Shrewsbury. Jones, Oswestry 

Pusey, Geo, High Wycombe, Bucks, Stationer. Feb 12 at 1, at the 
Falcon Hotel, High Wycombe. Batting, Gt Marlow 

Ridings, Eliz, Bolton, Lancashire, Boiler Maker. Feb 10 at 2.30, at 
office of Winder, Broker’s row, Solion 

Robinson, Chas, Myddelton sq, Oilman. Feb 15 at 2, at the Guildhall 

ffeehouse, Gresham st. Norris, Acton st, Gray’s inn rd 

Roebuck, Kufus, Unstone, Derby, Licensed Victualler. Feb 9 at 3, at 
Office of Gee, Fig Tree-chambers, Sheffield 

Roper, Jas, South Shields, Darham, Boot Dealer. Feb 17 at 11, at office 
of Duncan, King st, South Shields 

Royle, Walter, Noel st, Colebrooke row, Islington, Merchant’s Clerk. Feb 
12 atl. Fallows & Whitehead, Lancaster pl, Strand 

Rumbail, Wm Louis, High Wycombe, Bucks, Hairdresser. Feb 12 ati1, 

. at 90, Easton st, High Wycombe 

Sanderson, Hy, Sheffield, Cutlery Manufacturer. Feb 12 at 3, at offices 
of Broomhead & Co, Bank chambers, George st, Sheffield 

Shearsmith, Peter, Kingston-upon-Hull, Butcher. Feb 7 at 2, at the 
Ceorge Hotel, Whitefriars gate, Kingston-upon-iuil. Laverack 

Slator, Thos, Manch, Comm Agent. Feb 14 at 3, at offices ot Duckworth, 
Brown st, Manch 

Snowden, Jas, Ossett. York, Plumber. Feb 13 at 3, at the Batley 
Station Hotel. Stringer, Ossett 

Sweatman, Wm, Middlewich, Cheshire, Blacksmith. Feb 15 at 11, at 
office of Fletcher, Old Townhall chambers, Northwich 

Tennant, Wm, Wolverhampton, stafford, Hosier, Feb 15 at 3, at office 
of Craven, Guildford st, Russell sq 

Thornton, Jos:ph, Dewsbury, York, Monumental Mason. Feb 21 at 3, 
at offices of Scholes & Brearey, Leeds rd, Dewsbury 

Turnbull, Jas, Crouch End, Hornsey, Grocer. Feb 14 at 12, at offices of 
Carter & Bell, Leadenhall st 

Vosper, Wm, Redhill, Surrey, Tailor. Feb 9 at 12, at offices of Howell, 
Cheapside 

Watson, Richd, Chesterfield, Derby, Slater, Feb 12 at 4, at offices of 
Gee, High st, Chesterfield 

Whitenonse, Benj, Dudley, Worcester, Rope Manufacturer. Feb 8 at 
3, at offices of Lowe, Temple st, Birm 

Willson, Kobt, North Somercotes, Lincoln, Miller, Feb 13 at tl, at 
offices of Bell, Townhall, Louth 

Wright, Hy Birm, Stationer. Feb 16 at 3, at offices of Rowlands, And 
at, Birm, 
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